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date.- June 18, 1953 


*jvliuFrosenber g, et al 
ESPIONAGE - B 


SAC Hood advised at 4:55 PJf + , that at that time 
there were approximately 2,000 people at the corner of 9th and 
Constitution Avenue . , This group had been told to remain ™ ere 
until the croup arriwea from New York at 6:00 (this actually will 
occur at 6:40 PJ1*), or unless the decision is reached by tfte 
Supreme Court soonerm It has been announced to all persons that 
all trains will wait in Washington until twelve midnight tonight 
for return to New York. 


L CTION: 


Tor your information. 
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SAC Rood called at 1:50 PJi . He advised that the 
Government had concluded its presentation before the 
Supreme Court at 1:45 PJf., and that thereafter defense 
attorney Emmanuel Block had started the defense presentation . 

Hood further advised that through a confidential 
source it mas learned that Jean Montgomery, who is an employee 
of Tass News Agency, had called her office and asked an 
unidentified person how things were going at the Supreme 
I Court. This person advised that Frankfurter, Clark , and fcf f?j ^ 
|i)ouc?ias were giving the Government a rough time. This (b} [7) /51 
person further said that he thought there would be a ' 

reprieve. 


ACTION : 


For information. 
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At 12:40 P Jl^^Suoervi sor Tom UcAndrews of 
New York advised Jhat ■HHHP a live informantj has 
advised that the Civil R^rwsCongress'^and the 1 National 
I Committee to Secure Justice in the Rosenberg Case is 
planning to send people to Sing Sing to demonstrate* 
l Their final decision will be made at 3:30 PJi. this 
\ afternoon. 


UcAndrews said that Warden Denno has been 
advised of this by New York. Denno said he is prepared ; 
he has police barricades up. Denno reaffirmed that within 
an hour he can go through with the execution. 


ACTION : 


For your information. 
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datb: June IQ, 1953 








Xn answer to your inquiry concerning the iden 
of Irwin Edelman, there is set forth a summary of informa- 
tion appearing in our files on this individual: 


Edelman is the subject of a Security Matter 

1 investigation, Los Angeles origin (Bufile 100-350204) and 
is on the Security Index * Edelman was born 7-16-99 , Viteskj 
Russia, No record of his naturalisation has been located • 

Ee resides at 4406 Tourmaline Street, Los Angeles, California } 
and is reportedly unemployed , Edelman was a CP member in 194i 
land 1947 and was expelled from the CP in 1 947 for d isagreeing 
\with the Nation al leader ship_ of th e Parti , 

and is considered by acquaintances to be in sympazny with \ 

Communist policies • He has participated in "soap&ox oratory"^^ Ss 
on several occasions and his speeches have been critical of £ ^ 
law enforcement authorities and extremely pro-Russian and & 

anti-American . He has written several pamphlets reflecting » 
his belief in Marxism . l-L I s 




4 He has a daughter, Hel$jrf#delman, who, in 

I ] reported to be a r eporte r ft n +- hf * - flad- Ly— People 1 
II West Coast Communist newspaper * C. ^ U p . 

Edelman has pub li shed pamphlets entitled "Freed om*^- 
lectrocution" and n The Suppressed Facts in the Rosenberg ^ 
ase," pointing out the so-called injustices in the Rosenbe 
convictions . He states that the Rosenberg case is an Amer 
version of the n . French Dreyfus Case." He is extremely crit-g 
It cal of the handling of the Rosenberg defense by Emanuel 
Bloch , claiming Bloch made serious errors at the trial to 
I the detriment of the Rosenbergs , 

Edelman states in his pamphlet that prior to pub- 
lishing it he conferred with the Los Angeles Chapter of the 
National Committee to Secure Justice in the Rosenberg Case., 
of which he was a member, concerning the errors of Bloch . 

A few days before his pa/|ffrforirr? ai 2L* °ff the press, he was 
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expelled from the Committee . He also states that in 
December , 1958 , Fyke Farmer wrote to him about the case 
and pointed out that he (Farmer) had made certain sug- 
gestions to Bloch but to no avail . It was Farmer f s 
opinion that if anything were to be done for the Bosenbergs 
it would have to be done independently of the Bosenberg 
Committee and Bloch • 

Copies of the Los Angeles report of Special Agent 
Kenneth R • Herrill dated 11-7-52 in the Sdelman case reflect- 
ing this individual's Communist background were previously 
disseminated to the Department and the Immigration and 
Naturalisation Service. 
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None • This is for your information . 
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t*« individual »&• intarotad /y*a 7ar«*r, rtnnast## attorney, 
U instituting tft* action in th e Rosenberg cat# v*io* raaulfad 
t» tn# y ran tiny #/ a stay a/ #x#cution 6y Jfr • Just tea Xoityl'** 
a/ tA# ZTait#d Stats# Supreme Court on Juno 17, 1953* 
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..... ft <a tfta as bjwot a/ • ponding aoeuritg inottUgotionJ 
of tkta Burt am. Bo woo boro on Julg 18, 1899, at Tittob, . >' 

Russia. Mo record 0 / hio natural tout ton hae been locates to 
date* Mo rooidoo at 4406 Toummlino Street,' Loo Angelee , 
California, and to reportedly unemployed • Jd#I*a» mao a 
Connunitt Party member tn 1946 and 1947 and mao expelled from 
the Co mm ent ft Party tn 1947 for dioaareeina with the national 

lea der Ohio of th e , .. 

*• considered by 
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v Mo has a daughter. Melon Mdelman, mhoy tn 195M, wa$ o 
reported to be a reporter on the n Datly Peoplo , o World, o . c q 
boost coast Communist new paper a ^ 

V, Mdelman has published pamphlets entitled "Mrs #d4 * *o £ c 
Electrocution* and m The Suppr««##d Facts in the Bosonbergz 5 

Case, 19 pointing out^the so-called injuetices In the Bosehberg ^ 
oonoiotions * Be state, m that the Boeenberg ease ie an Jjffridan c* 
version of the *rronc&Mroyfus Case*" He ie extremely critical 
of the handling of the Boeenberg defense by Emanuel Bloch, 


\ 

,t*y 

r*.’ 




( • ' n m 

^ IUmTtT HTQSMATIOt - cowj^rflSi 




' «* ;£i;y^y 
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that prior to publishing thin ponphlot, I* conferred with thp-^m^, 
Xo« innl«( Chapter of tho rational Commit Uo to 3 • curt Juotioo £ ... 
fa tfta Mosonborg Cato, of mhieh ha mao a member , eoneorning 
orroro of tlooh.A fern dago before him pamphlet caua off tho ■ k- 
proos, ho mao expelled from tho Coamittoo. Si aloe state o that 
fa Beceuber, 1933, Tybo fa roar or a to to htm about tho oaoo ant'-.; 
pointot out that ho (Tarmor) had uado carta fa suggestions to 
riooh to no avail. It mat foruor’t opinion that if anything 
morn to bo dont for tho Rosenborgs, it mould havo to bo dono 
indopondontly of tho Rosenborg Committee and Bloch. ■ 
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SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 


No. , June 18 Special Term, 1953. 


Julius Rosenberg and Ethel 
Rosenberg, 
v. 


' Motion to Vacate a Stay. 


United States of America, j 

[June 22, 1953.] 


Mr. Justice Frankfurter, dissenting. 

On an application made after adjournment of the Court, 
Mr. Justice Douglas granted a stay of execution of the 
death sentences of Julius and Ethel Rosenberg. On the 
afternoon of the same day, the Attorney General of the 
United States filed an application to convene the Court 
in Special Term with a view to vacating the stay. It 
w r as not until late that afternoon that arrangements for 
convening the Court the following day could be com- 
pleted. Less than three hours before the Court con- 
vened at about noon on Thursday, June 18, and in the 
case of some members of the Court only a few minutes 
before noon, did the individual members of the Court 
receive the Governments application and brief bear- 
ing on the propriety and reviewability of Mr. Justice 
Douglas’ order. 

There followed three hours of argument on jurisdic- 
tional and procedural issues as well as on the issue of 
the substantiality of the question of law raised by the 
application for a stay which led to Mr. Justice Douglas’ 
order. In vacating that order the Court found no in- 
firmity in it on any jurisdictional or procedural ground. 
The Court recognized Mr. Justice Douglas’ power to 
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entertain the application for a stay; 1 his power to consider 
a question though raised by counsel not of record; his 
power to consider a question not heretofore urged, when 
it concerned the legality of a sentence. See Ex parte 
Lange, 18 Wall. 163. 

Thus the only issue in the case was whether the 
question on the basis of which Mr. Justice Douglas 
acted was patently frivolous or was sufficiently serious 
to require the judicial process to run its course with the 
deliberation necessary for confident judgment. That is 
the sole issue to which this opinion is addressed. All 
else is irrelevant. Once the Court conceded, as it did, 
that the 'substantiality of the question raised before Mr. 
Justice Douglas was the sole issue, it became wholly 
immaterial how many other questions were raised and 
considered on their merits in the District Court and in 
the Court of Appeals, or how many times review was 
sought on these questions and refused by this Court. It 
was equally immaterial how long a time intervened be- 
tween the original trial of this case and the present pro- 
ceeding, and immaterial that this was a last-minute effort 
almost on the eve of the executions. To allow such irrele- 
vancies to enter the mind not unnaturally tends to bend 
the judicial judgment in a false direction. 

And so I turn to what is for me controlling in this case. 
I summarized my position in the following notation on 
the Court’s order: 

“Mr. Justice Frankfurter is of opinion that the 
questions raised for the first time yesterday before 
the full Court by the application of the Attorney 
General are complicated and novel. He believes 

1 XaturaEj- enough the Government and the Court "do not doubt 
that Mr. Justice: Dovolass had power to b>ue the stay in thjj pro- 
ceeding.” How could there be doubt about a power that has exited 
uninterruptedly ever since Congress gave it by the Act of September 
24, 1 7 SO ? Section 14 of the First Judiciary Act, 1 S; at. 72, S1-S2. 
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that, in order to enable the Court to adjudicate 
these issues upon adequate deliberation, this appli- 
cation should be disposed of only after opportunity 
has been afforded to counsel for both sides to make 
an adequate study and presentation. In due course 
Mr. Justice Frankfurter will set forth more spe- 
cifically the grounds for this position. ,> 

Painful as it is, I am bound to say that circum- 
stances precluded what to me are indispensable condi- 
tions for solid judicial judgment. They precluded me, 
and now preclude me, from saying that the legal issue 
that was raised before Mr. Justice Douglas was without 
substance. Let me set forth some of the difficulties that 
immediately arise upon consideration of that issue. 

The basis on which the jury convicts is authoritatively 
to be taken from what the judge tells the jury. In this 
case, the jury s attention was especially directed to the 
act that the charge was a conspiracy to obtain and trans- 
mit classified materials pertaining in part to the atomic 
bomb : 

“Bear in mind— please listen to this, ladies and 
gentlemen— that the Government contends that the 
conspiracy was one to obtain not only atomic bomb 
information, but other secret and classified informa- 
tion; that the information including the report 
regarding fire-control equipment requested of Elit- 
cher by Sobell or Rosenberg was classified; that 
the atomic bomb information transmitted by the 
Rosenbergs was classified as top secret; that based 
on Rosenberg's alleged statements to Greenglass 
other secret information such as mathematical data 
on atonnc energy for airplanes, information relating 
to a sky platform' project and other information was 
obtained by Julius Rosenberg from scientist con- 
tacts m the country.” R. lo57. 
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And the indictment charged that the conspiracy con- 
tinued from 1944 to 1950. Such “averments of time in 
the indictment are expected and intended to be proved 
as laid.” United States v. Kissel, 218 U. S. 601, 609. 
Indeed, the judge told the jury: “You must first deter- 
mine, from all the evidence in the case, relating to the 
period of time defined in the indictment, whether or not 
a conspiracy existed.” R. 1552. Only one conspiracy 
could have been found by the jury to have existed, and 
that was the conspiracy averred in the indictment, a con- 
spiracy continuous from a date certain in 1944 to a date 
certain in 1950. The Government could of course have 
charged a conspiracy beginning in 1944 and ending on 
July 31, 1946. the day before the Atomic Energy Act came 
into effect. It did not do so. That fact is of decisive 
importance. The consequences of a conspiracy that was 
afoot for six years might have been vastly different from 
those of a conspiracy that terminated within two years, 
that is, by the time Congress devised legislation to protect 
atomic energy secrets. 

It is suggested that the overt acts laid in the indict- 
ment all occurred before the effective date of the Atomic 
Energy Act and that hence the indictment did not charge 
any offense committed after that effective date. But, 
again, the offense charged in the indictment was a con- 
spiracy, not one or more overt acts. 2 As the judge told, 
the jury, they had to find a conspiracy in order to convict, 

2 It is worth noting that under the Atomic Energy Act it is very 
probably not necessary, since the Act, unlike the Espionage Act, does 
not make it a requirement, to prove overt acts in furtherance of a 
conspiracy. Cf. Singer v.‘ United States, 323 U. S. 33S. If so, under 
the Atomic Energy Act it would not have been necessary to allege 
or prove an overt act involving atomic espionage subsequent to 1CMG 
in order to obtain a conviction on a conspiracy indictment such as the 
one here. It is not without significance that the relevance of this 
point was not considered by the Government in its argument or sub- 
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a conspiracy aimed principally at obtaining atomic se- 
crets and characterized as such by the overt acts alleged, 
but a conspiracy, I cannot too often repeat, alleged to 
have been continuous to a date certain in 1950. The 
Government having tried the Rosenbergs for a conspiracy, 
continuing from 1944 to 1950, to reveal atomic secrets 
among other things, it hies in the face of the charge made, 
the evidence adduced and the basis on which the convic- 
tion was secured now to contend that the terminal date 
of the Rosenberg conspiracy preceded the effective date 
of the Atomic Energy Act. 

It thus appears — although, of course, I would feel 
more secure in my conviction had I had the opportunity 
to make a thorough study of the lengthy record in this 
case— that the conspiracy with which the Rosenbergs 
were charged is one falling in part within the terms 
of the Atomic Energy Act, passed by Congress in 1946 
and specifically dealing with classified information per- 
taining to the recent developments in atomic energy. 
There remains the question whether the sentence for such 
a conspiracy could be imposed under the Espionage Act. 

Congress was not content with the penal provisions of 
the Espionage Act of 1917 to prevent disclosure of atomic 
energy information. The relevant provisions of the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1946 differ in several respects from 
those of the Espionage Act. For one thing the 1946 Act 
makes possible the death penalty for disclosures in time 
of peace as well as in war. Some disclosures which fell 
generally within the Espionage Act now specifically fall 
under § 10 of the Atomic Energy Act. The decisive thing 
in this case is that under the Espionage Act the power 
to impose a sentence of death was left exclusively to the 

mission. This is significant not because it discloses a failure of 
counsel, but because to require consideration of this and other points 
within twenty-four hours after a complex of problems was first put 
forward is to presuppose omniscient lawyers. 
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discretion of the court, while under the Atomic Energy 
Act a sentence of death can be imposed only upon recom- 
mendation of the jury. 

Surely it needs only statement that with such a drastic 
difference in the authority to take life between the Espio- 
nage Act and the Atomic Energy Act, it cannot be left 
within the discretion of a prosecutor whether the judge 
may impose the death sentence wholly on his own author- 
ity or whether he may do so only upon recommendation 
of the jury. Nothing can rest on the prosecutor’s caprice 
in placing on the indictment the label of the 1917 Act 
or of the 1946 Act. To seek demonstration of such an 
absurdity, in defiance of our whole conception of imper- 
sonality in the criminal law, would be an exercise in self- 
stultification, The indorsement of an indictment, the 
theory under which the prosecutor is operating, his belief 
or error as to the statute which supports an indictment 
or under which sentences may be imposed, are all wholly 
immaterial. 3 Williams v. United States, 168 U S 3S 9 
3S9. 

These considerations— the fact that Congress and not 
the whim of the prosecutor fixes sentences, that the alle- 
gations of an indictment are to be judged by the relevant 
statute under which punishment may be meted out and 
not by the design of the prosecutor or the assumption of 
the trial court— cut across all the talk about repeal 

In order to determine whether an indictment charges an offense 
against the United states, designation by the pleader of the statute 
under which he purported to lay the charge is immaterial. He may 
have conceived the charge under one statute which would not sustain 
the indictment but it may nevertheless come within the terms of 
another statute. Williams v. United States, ICS U. S. 3S2. On the 
other hand, an indictment may validly satisfy the statute under 
which the pleader proceeded, but other statutes not referred to by 
him may draw the sting of criminality from the allegations.” United 
States v. Hutcheson, 312 U. S. 210, 229. 
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by implication and other empty generalities on statutory 
construction. Congress does not have to say in so many 
words that hereafter a judge cannot without jury rec- 
ommendation impose a sentence of death on a charge 
of conspiracy that falls within the Atomic Energy Act. 
It is enough if in fact Congress has provided that here- 
after such a death sentence is to depend on the will of 
the jury. 

This much, at least, lies on the surface of an analysis 
of the two statutes. The Reports of this Court are replete 
with instances of marked division of opinion in construing 
criminal statutes; doubtful and ambiguous statutory 
language and like ambiguities in the interpretative mate- 
rials that led to many of those divisions are certainly not 
more impressive, to say the least, than the ambigu- 
ities and difficulties here. See, e. g.. United States v. 
Dotterweich, 320 U. S. 277 ; United States v. Singer, 323 
U. S. 338; United States v. Petrillo, 332 U. S. 1; United 
States v. C. /. O., 335 L . S. 106; United States v. Williams, 
341 U. S. 70; United States v. Hoad , 34 3 U. S. 148. 

In all matters of statutory construction one goes, espe- 
cially these days, to the history of the legislation and other 
illuminating materials. It is almost mathematically 
demonstrable that there just was not time within twelve 
waking hours to dig out, to assess, to assemble, and to 
formulate the meaning of legislative materials. Suf- 
fice it to say that such materials bearing on legislative 
purpose as a necessarily very limited inquiry has revealed 
do not justify certitude. See S. Rep. No 1°11 79th 
Cong., 2d Sess. 23-24; 92 Cong. Rec. 6082, 6096,’ 9257 
10194; cf. id., at 94S1-94S2. And an authoritative com- 
mentary' on the Atomic Energy Act, written by counsel 
for the Senate Special Committee on Atomic Energy 
which drafted the statute, not only recognizes a com- 
pelling need for judicial decision in order to reconcile the 
conflicting penalty provisions of that Act and of the 
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Espionage Act but seems, as I read it, to point to the 
view that on facts like those of this case the Atomic 
Energy Act may well be found to apply to the exclusion 
of the Espionage Act. 4 Newman. Control of Information 
Relating to Atomic Energy, 56 Yale L. J. 76S. 

Neither counsel nor the Court, in the time available, 
were able to go below the surface of the question raised 

4 That the Atomic Energy Act is not a pellucid piece of draftsman- 
ship so that he who runs may read is indicated by this general 
observation of Mr. Newman: “skillful administration and careful 
judicial consideration will be needed to reconcile the apparent incon- 
sistencies and to effect the evident intent of Congress — regardless of 
the labyrinth of confusion that inadequate drafting has created.” 
56 Yale L. J., at 791. 

Some of the specific difficulties laid bare by Mr. Newman are of 
immediate relevance to the problem before the Court: 

“It is reasonable to suppose that Congress did not intend to give 
the prosecuting attorney the option of moving under the Espionage 
Act instead of the Atomic Energy Act where an offense involving 
information relating to atomic energy is specifically described in the 
latter and only broadly and generically encompassed by the former. 
On the other hand this judgment creates an intellectual predicament. 
Its acceptance might mean that while the disclosure of information 
relating to the construction of a machine gun, may, under given 
circumstances, be punishable by death, the disclosure of information 
relating to the exact construction of an atomic bomb, would not, 
under the same circumstances, be punishable by more than 10 years' 
imprisonment. But in spite of its anomalous consequences the con- 
clusion seems inescapable. When Congress adopted Section 10 of 
the Atomic Energy Act it intended to prescribe the exact punishment 
to be applied for all violations involving the unlawful dissemination 
of restricted atomic energy data. And, in stating in Section 10 (b) (6) 
that the applicable provisions of other laws were not to be excluded, 
it meant to guard against possible omissions, rather than to give a 
prosecutor the option of proceeding under other laws against offenses 
fully covered by the Atomic Energy Act for the sole reason that 
under such other laws these offenses bore heavier penalties.” 56 Yale 
L. J., at 797— 70S. 

Finally , this specially qualified student of the Act concludes that 
the conflicts and inconsistencies which he laid bare regarding the 
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by the application for a stay which Mr. Justice Douglas 
granted. More time was needed than was had for ade- 
quate consideration. Arguments by counsel are an 
indispensible adjunct of the judicial process, and re- 
sponsible arguments require adequate opportunity for 
preparation. They must be pressed with the force of 
partisanship. And because arguments are partisan, judg- 
ment further presupposes ample time and an unhurried 
mind for independent study and reflection by judges as a 
basis for discussion in conference. Without adequate 
study there cannot be adequate reflection; without ade- 
quate reflection there cannot be adequate discussion; 
without adequate discussion there cannot be the searching 
and fruitful interchange of informed minds which is indis- 
pensable to wise decision and which alone can produce 
compelling opinions. TV e have not had in this case care- 
fully prepared argument. We have not had what cannot 
exist without that essential preliminary. We have not 
had the basis for reaching conclusions and for supporting 
them in opinions. Can it be said that there was time 
to go through the process by which cases are customarily 
decided here? 

The crux of all I am suggesting is that none of 
the obvious considerations for bringing the all too leaden- 
footed proceedings in this case to an end should have 
barred the full employment of the deliberative process 
necessary for reaching a firm conclusion on the issue on 
which the Court has now spoken, however unfortunate it 
may be that that issue did not emerge earlier than it did. 
Since I find myself under the disability of having had 

penalty pro\ isions can only be resolved, as such conflicts and incon- 
sistencies inevitably are resolved, by adjudication: 

“Differing penalty provisions: The difference can only be resolved 
by judicial decision. Fortunately, this raises problems within judicial 
proceedings as such and does not pose any difficulties or dilemmas 
for the Commission in administering the Act." 56 Vale L. J. t at 799. 
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insufficient time to explore the issue as I believe it should 
have been explored, nothing I am saying may be taken 
to intimate that I would now sustain the last claim made 
in behalf of the Rosenbergs. But I am clear that the 
claim had substance and that the opportunity for ade- 
quate exercise of the judicial judgment was wanting. 

To be writing an opinion in a case affecting two lives 
after the curtain has been rung down upon them has the 
appearance of pathetic futility. But history also has its 
claims. This case is an incident in the long and unending 
effort to develop and enforce justice according to law. 
The progress in that struggle surely depends on searching 
analysis of the past, though the past cannot be recalled, 
as illumination for the future. Only by sturdy self- 
examination and self-criticism can the necessary habits 
for detached and wise judgment be established and forti- 
fied so as to become effective when the judicial process 
is again subjected to stress and strain. 

American criminal procedure has its defects, though its 
essentials have behind them the vindication of long his- 
tory. But all systems of law, however wise, are admin- 
istered through men and therefore may occasionally dis- 
close the frailties of men. Perfection may not be 
demanded of law, but the capacity to counteract inevita- 
ble, though rare, frailties is the mark of a civilized legal 
mechanism. 


SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 


No. , June IS Special Term, 1953. 


Julius Rosenberg and Ethel 
Rosenberg. 
v. 

United States of America. 


Motion to Vacate a Stay. 


[June 19, 1953.] 

Per Curiam. 

Motion of the petitioners for a further stay of the 
execution, as set forth in the written motion, is denied. 


Mr. Justice Black, dissenting. 


Mr. Justice Fraxkfurter. 

On the assumption that the sentences against the Ro- 
senbergs are to be carried out at 11 o’clock tonight, their 
counsel ask this Court to stay their execution until oppor- 
tunity has been afforded to them to invoke the constitu- 
tional prerogative of clemency. The action of this 
Court, and the division of opinion in vacating the stay 
granted by Mr. Justice Douglas are, of course, a factor 
in the situation, which arose within the last hour. It 
is not for this Court even remotely to enter into the 
domain of clemency reserved by the Constitution exclu- 
sively to the President. But the Court must properly 
take into account the possible consequences of a stay or 
of a denial of a stay of execution of death sentences upon 
making an appeal for executive clemency. Were it estab- 
lished that counsel are correct in their assumption that 
the sentences of death are to be carried out at 11 p. m, 
tonight, I believe that it would be right and proper for 
this Court formally to grant a stay with a proper time- 
limit to give appropriate opportunity for the process of 
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executive clemency to operate. I justifiably assume, 
however, that the time for the execution has not been 
fixed as of II o’clock tonight. Of course I respectfully 
assume that appropriate consideration will be given to a 
clemency application by the authority constitutionally 
charged with the clemency function. 


SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 




Julius Rosenberg and Ethel 
Rosenberg, Petitioners, 
v. 


Application for a Stay. 


The United States of America. J 


[June 17, 1953.] 

Mr. Justice Douglas. 

These are two applications for a stay of execution made 
to me after adjournment of the Court on June 15, 1953. 
The first raises questions concerning the fairness of the 
trial of the Rosenbergs. I have heard oral argument 
on that motion and considered the papers that have been 
filed. This application does not present points sub- 
stantially different from those which the Court has al- 
ready considered in its several decisions to deny review 
of the case, to deny a stay of execution, and to deny a 
petition for a writ of habeas corpus. While I differed 
with the Court and thought the case should have been 
reviewed, the Court has spoken and I bow to its decision. 
Although I have the power to grant a stay, I could not 
do so responsibly on grounds the Court has already 
rejected. 

Another motion for stay, together with a petition for 
writ of habeas corpus challenges the power of the District 
Court to impose the death sentence on the Rosenbergs. 
The Espionage Act (50 U. S. C. § 32 (a)) provides: 

‘'Whoever, with intent or reason to believe that 
it is to be used to the injury of the United States or 
to the advantage of a foreign nation, communicates, 
delivers, or transmits, or attempts to, or aids or in- 
duces another to, communicate, deliver, or transmit, 
to any foreign government, or to any faction or party 
or military or naval force within a foreign country, 
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whether recognized or unrecognized by the United 
States, or to any representative, officer, agent, em- 
ployee, subject, or citizen thereof, either directly or 
indirectly, any document, writing, code book, signal 
book, sketch, photograph, photographic negative, 
blue print, plan, map, model, note, instrument, ap- 
pliance, or information relating to the national de- 
fense, shall be punished by imprisonment for not 
more than twenty years: Provided, That whoever 
shall violate the provisions of subsection (a) of this 
section in time of war shall be punished by death 
or by imprisonment for not more than thirty 
years . . . .” (Italics added.) 

Section 34 provides: 

“If two or more persons conspire to violate the 
provisions of sections two or three of this title and 
one or more of such persons does any act to effect 
the object of the conspiracy, each of the parties to 
such conspiracy shall be punished as in said sections 
provided in the case of the doing of the act the ac- 
complishment of which is the object of such con- 
spiracy. Except as above provided conspiracies to 
commit offenses under this title shall be punished 
as provided by section thirty-seven of the Act to 
codify, revise, and amend the penal laws of the 
United States approved March fourth, nineteen 
hundred and nine.” 

The indictment, which was returned in 1951, charged 
a conspiracy to violate § 32 (a) with an intent to com- 
municate information that would be used to the advan- 
tage of a foreign nation, viz., Soviet Russia. The con- 
spiracy was alleged to have continued from June 6, 1944 
to and including June 16, 1950. The overt acts of the 
Rosenbergs which were alleged took place in 1944 and 
1945. 
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On August 1, 1946, the Atomic Energy Act became 
effective. Section 10(b)(2) and (3) provide: 

“(2) Whoever, lawfully or unlawfully, having 
possession of, access to, control over, or being en- 
trusted with, any document, writing, sketch, photo- 
graph, plan, model, instrument, appliance, note or 
information involving or incorporating restricted 
data — 1 

“(A) communicates, transmits, or discloses the 
same to any individual or person, or attempts or 
conspires to do any of the foregoing, with intent to 
injure the United States or w r ith intent to secure 
an advantage to any foreign nation, upon conviction 
thereof, shall be punished by death or imprisonment 
for life (but the penalty of death or imprisonment 
for life may be imposed only upon recommendation 
of the jury and only in cases where the offense was 
committed with intent to injure the United States) ; 
or by a fine of not more than $20,000 or imprison- 
ment for not more than twenty years, or both;” 
(italics added). 

“(B) communicates, transmits, or discloses the 
same to any individual or person, or attempts or 
conspires to do any of the foregoing, with reason 
to believe such data will be utilized to injure the 
United States or to secure an advantage to any for- 
eign nation, shall, upon conviction, be punished by 
a fine of not more than $10,000 or imprisonment for 
not more than ten years, or both. 

1 It would seem that the secrets involved in this case were "restricted 
data” within the meaning of the Act. Section 10 (b)(1) defines that 
term as meaning "all data concerning the manufacture or utilization 
of atomic weapons, the production of fissionable material, or the use 
of fissionable material in the production of power, but shall not 
include any data which the Commission from time to time determines 
may be published without adversely affecting the common defense and 
security.” 
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“(3) Whoever, with intent to injure the United 
States or with intent to secure an advantage to any 
foreign nation, acquires, or attempts or conspires to 
acquire any document, writing, sketch, photograph, 
plan, model, instrument, appliance, note or informa- 
tion involving or incorporating restricted data shall, 
upon conviction thereof, be punished by death or 
imprisonment for life (but the penalty of death or 
imprisonment for life may be imposed only upon 
recommendation of the jury and only in cases where 
the offense was committed with intent to injure the 
United States ) : or by a fine or not more than $20,000 
or imprisonment for not more than twenty years, 
or both.” (Italics added.) 

It is apparent from the face of this new law that the 
District Court is without power to impose the death 
penalty except 

— upon recommendation of the jury 
and 

— where the offense was committed with an intent to 
injure the United States . 

Neither of those conditions is satisfied in this case 
as the jury did not recommend the death penalty nor did 
the indictment charge that the offense was committed 
with an intent to injure the United States. If the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1946 is applicable to the prosecution of 
the Rosenbergs, the District Court unlawfully imposed 
the death sentence. 

The Department of Justice maintains that the Espio- 
n age Act is applicable to the indictment because all of 
the overt acts alleged took place before the passage of 
the Atomic Energy Act of 1946. Petitioner maintains 
that since the indictment was returned subsequent to 
the Atomic Energy Act and since the conspiracy alleged, 
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though ^arhng prior to that time, continued thereafter, 
the lighter penalties of the new Act apply. 

Curiously, this point has never been raised or pre- 
sented to this Court in any of the earlier petitions or 
applications. The first reaction is that if it was not 
raised previously, it must have no substance to it. But 
on reflection I think it presents a considerable question. 
One purpose of the Atomic Energy Act was to ameliorate 
the penalties imposed for disclosing atomic secrets. As 
S. Rep. No. 1211, 79th Cong., 2d Sess., p. 23, stated, the 
problem in drafting § 10 was to protect the “common 
defense and security” and yet assure “sufficient freedom 
of interchange between scientists to assure the Nation 
of continued scientific progress.” 

The Eosenbergs obviously were not engaged in an ex- 
change of scientific information in the interests of science 
But Congress lowered the level of penalties to protect 
all those who might be charged with the unlawful dis- 
closure of atomic data. And if the Eosenbergs are the 
beneficiaries, it is merely the result of the application of 
the new law with an even hand. In any event, Congress 
prescribed the precise conditions under which the death 
penalty could be imposed. And all violators— Com- 
munists as well as non-Communists — are entitled to that 
protection. 

This question is presented to me for the first time on the 
eve of the execution of the Rosenbergs without the benefit 
of briefs or any extended research. I cannot agree that 
it is a frivolous point or without substance. It may be • 
that not every death penalty imposed for divulging 
atomic secrets need follow the procedure prescribed in 
§10 of the Atomic Energy Act. If the crime was com- 
plete prior to the passage of that Act, possibly the old 
Espionage Act would apply. But this case is different 
m three respects: First , the offense charged was a con- 
spiracy commencing before but continuing after the date 
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of the new Act. Second, although the overt acts alleged 
were committed in 1944 and in 1945, the Government's 
case showed acts of the Rosenbergs in pursuance of the 
conspiracy long after the new Act became effective. 2 
Third, the overt acts of the co-conspirator, Sobell, were 
alleged to have taken place between January, 1946, and 
May, 1948. But the proof against Sobell, as against the 
Rosenbergs, extended well beyond the effective date of 

2 Tlius the Government s brief filed July 25, 1952 in opposition to 
the petitions of the Rosenbergs and of Sobell for certiorari stated: 

“In February 1950, when the arrest of Klaus Fuchs was publicized, 
Julius (Rpsenberg) went to David (Greenglass) and told him that 
Fuch’s contact was the man who had got data from Ruth and David 
in June 1945; that Fuchs’ arrest meant that the Greenglasses’ activ- 
ities would be discovered; and that therefore they would have to leave 
the country (R. 523). These warnings were renewed at the time of 
the arrest of Harrj Gold (R. 525— 52 o, <09) in May 1950. During 
that month, Julius gave David Si, COO, and promised him more, in 
order that David and Ruth might discharge their obligations and 
lea% e the country (R. 526, <10). In addition, he gave them specific 
and detailed instructions as to how to get to Mexico and ultimately 
to the Soviet Union (R. 526-530, 710). 

Julius informed the Greenglasses that he and his wife also were 
going to flee and that they would meet the Greenglasses in Mexico 
(R. 529, 713). Rosenberg did, in fact, ascertain from his physician 
what inoculations were needed for a trip to Mexico (R. 851), and 
he had passport pictures taken of himself and his family (R 14*^7- 
1429). 

“On May 30, 1950, in accordance with Julius’ request, the Green- 
glasses had six sets of passport pictures taken, five of which they gave 
to Julius (R. 530-531, 712). The sixth set was retained by Greenglass 
and introduced in evidence at the trial (R. 531, 712; Ex. 9A, 9B). 

A week later, Julius visited the Greenglasses’ apartment and gave 
David $4,000 wrapped in brown paper (R. 532, 713; Ex. 10). He 
asked David to repeat the flight instructions, which David did 
(R. 532-533). David gave the $4,000 to his brother-in-law*, Louis 
Abel, who, after David’s arrest, turned it over to the latter’s lawvcr 
(R. 536, 713, 794-795).” 
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the new Act* In short, a substantial portion of the case 
against the Rosenbergs related to acts in pursuance of 
the conspiracy which occurred after August 1, 1946. 


8 The Government’s brief dated July 25, 1952, in opposition to 
the petitions for certiorari filed by the Rosenbergs and by Sobell 
summarized some of Sobeli’s activities as follows: 

“In June 194S, (Max) Elitcher decided to leave the Bureau of 
Ordnance to take a job in New York (R. 256). When he informed 
Sobell of his plans, the latter urged him not to do anything until he 
discussed the matter with Rosenberg (R. 256) * Pursuant to ar- 
rangements made by Sobell, Elitcher met Rosenberg and Sobell in 
midtown New York (R. 256-257). When Rosenberg was told about 
Elitcher’s plans, he tried to persuade Elitcher to remain in Washing- 
ton, stating that he needed a source of information in the Navy 
Department (R. 257) . Rosenberg further stated that he had already 
made plans for Elitcher to meet a contact in Washington (R. 257). 
During this conversation, Sobell also attempted to persuade Elitcher 
to stay at the Bureau of Ordnance; he told Elitcher, ‘Well, Rosenberg 
is right, Julie is right; you should do that’ (R. 257). f 

Sobell then left and Elitcher had dinner with Rosenberg (R. 257). 
During the course of dinner, Rosenberg said that money could be 
made available for the purpose of sending Elitcher to school to 
improve his technical status (R. 25S). Elitcher asked Rosenberg 
how he had got ‘started in this venture’ (R. 25S). Rosenberg replied 
that a long time ago he had decided that this was what he wanted to 
do; that he made it a point to get close to people in the Communist 
Party and kept getting from one person to another until he finally 
succeeded in approaching a Russian ‘who would listen to his proposi- 
tion concerning this matter of getting information to Russia’ (R. 25S). 

“A month later, in July 194S, Elitcher drove with his family from 
W ashington, D. C., to New York City, preparatory to changing his 
job (R. 2o9). On the way, he noticed that he was being followed 

ouip f Q0) ' Up ° n hi$ arrival in Xew York - he proceeded to 
bobeil s home, where he planned to stay overnight (R. 259) . When 

Elitcher told Sobell of his fear that he had been followed, Sobell 


*Elitcher testified that Sobell said, 'Don’t do anything before vou 
see me. I want to talk to you about it, and Rosenberg also wants 
to speak to you about it’ (R. 256). 

t Elitcher, nonetheless, did not change his mind, and shortlv after- 
wards changed his employment (R. 257, 255). 
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I do not decide that the death penalty could have been 
imposed on the Rosenbergs only if the provisions of § 10 
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1946 were satisfied. I 
merely decide that the question is a substantial one which 
should be decided after full argument and deliberation. 

It is important that the country be protected against 
the nefarious plans of spies who would destroy us. 

It is also important that before we allow human lives 
to be snuffed out we be sure — emphatically sure — that 
we act within the law. If we are not sure, there will be 
lingering doubts to plague the conscience after the event. 

I have serious doubts whether this death sentence may 
be imposed for this offense except and unless a jury 
recommends it. The Rosenbergs should have an oppor- 
tunity to litigate that issue. 

I will not issue the writ of habeas corpus . But I will 
grant a stay effective until the question of the applicabil- 
ity of the penal provisions of § 10 of the Atomic Energy 
Act to this case can be determined by the District Court 
and the Court of Appeals, after which the question of a 
further stay will be open to the Court of Appeals or to 
a member of this Court in the usual order. 

So ordered . 

became angry and said that Ditcher should not have come to his 
house; that he had some valuable information in the house that he 
should have given Rosenberg some time ago, information that was 
‘too valuable to be destroyed and yet too dangerous to keep around’ 
(R. 260-261). Over Hitcher’s protests, Sobell insisted the informa- 
tion be delivered to Rosenberg that night. Sobell then took a 35 
millimeter film can from' his house, and, accompanied by Elitcher, 
drove to Manhattan. While Elitcher waited in the car, Sobell left 
to deliver the can to Rosenberg. When Sobell returned, Elitcher 
asked him what Rosenberg thought about his being followed (R. 261). 
Sobell replied that Rosenberg said that he had ‘once talked to 
Elizabeth Bentley on the phone but he was pretty sure she didn’t 
know who he was and therefore everything was all right’ (R. 261). 
The two then returned to Sobell’s house (R. 261).” 
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Mr. Justice Slack, dissenting. 

It is argued that the Court is not asked to “act with 
unseemly haste to avoid postponement of a scheduled 
execution.” I do not agree. I do not believe that Gov- 
ernment counsel or this Court has had time or an adequate 
opportunity to investigate and decide the very serious 
question raised in asking this Court to vacate the stay 
granted by Mr. Justice Douglas. The oral arguments 
nave been wholly unsatisfactory due entirely to the lack 
of time for preparation by counsel for the Government 
and counsel for the defendants. Certainly the time has 
been too short for me to give this question the study it 
deserves. The following are some of the reasons why I 
ink the Court should not at this time upset the con- 
sidered rulings of Mr. Justice Douglas. I add my regret 
that the rush of this case has deprived me of any oppor- 
um y o do more at this time than hastily sketch my view 
on the important questions raised. 

First The Government argues that this Court has 
power to set aside the stay granted by Mr. Justice Doug- 
las. I think this is doubtful. I have found no statute 
or rule of court which permits the full Court to set aside 
a mere temporary stay entered by a Justice in obedience 
to his statu tory obligations.* Moreover, it is a common- 

*The Government cites 2S U. S. C. §2106 and 2S U. S. C 8 1651 
““ statutory au.homy for the Court s action i„ dissolving the stay 
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place for judges to grant stays in vacation. This is a 
healthy and necessary Court custom. There may have 
been prior instances where vacation stays of individual 
Justices have been set aside by the full Court before the 
next regular term, but no such cases have been pointed 
out in the Solicitor General’s argument and I have been 
able to find none. So far as I can tell, the Court’s action 
here is unprecedented. 

But if the Court could find statutory or constitutional 
power to vacate this stay, there are many reasons why I 
believe that power should not be exercised. Concededly, 
an individual Justice has power to grant stays where sub- 
stantial questions are raised. He not merely has power 
to do so; there is a serious obligation upon him to grant 
a stay where new substantial questions are presented. 
TV here the life or death of citizens is involved, that ob- 
ligation is all the heavier. Surely the Court is not here 
establishing a precedent which will require it to call extra 
sessions during vacation every time a federal or state 
official asks it to hasten the electrocution of defendants 
without affording this Court. adequate time or opportu- 


grantea by .Mr. Justice Douglas. 


.Nenner statute authorizes the 


Court’s action. Section 2106 provides: 

The Supreme Court or any other court of appellate jurisdiction 
may affirm, modify, vacate, set aside or reverse anv judgment decree 
or order of a court lawfully brought before it for review and nm’ 
remand the cause and direct the entry of such appropriate judgment, 
decree, or order, or require such further proceedings to be had as 
may be just under the circumstances.” 

But the plain words of this section exclude the case here. Those 
■norcs snv this Court ni(iy affirm, etc., any ‘•judgment, decree or 
order of a court . . . But no court order is before us. \or can 
the Government take comfort in §1651. It savs onlv that '-The 
Supreme Court and all courts established by Act of Congress mav 
issue all writs necessary or appropriate in aid of their respective 
jurisdictions and agreeable to the usages and principles of law ” The 
statute says nothing about dissolution of a stay order. 
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nity for exploration and study of serious legal questions. 
It is not inappropriate to point out that in Lambert v. 
Barrett , 157 U. S. 697, decided in 1S93 and never over- 
ruled, this Court held that it had no jurisdiction over an 
appeal from a habeas corpus order of a circuit judge en- 
tered in chambers. The stay order in this case derives 
from petitions for habeas corpus and was entered by 
Mr. Justice Douglas in chambers. 

Second. The stay of Mr. Justice Douglas in this case 
vas based on his studied conclusion that there were sub- 
stantial grounds to believe the death sentences of these 
two people were imposed by the District Judge in viola- 
tion of law. I agree with Mr. Justice Douglas. The 
Government contends, however, that the death sentences 
were properly imposed under the Espionage Act of 1917, 
50 U. S/C. § 32, which gives a district judge unconditional 
power to impose the death penalty for violation of that 
Act. But the Atomic Energy Act, 42 U, S. C. § 1S10, 
passed in 1946, appears to have taken the death sentenc- 
ing power from district judges, in cases of atomic energy 
espionage, except where juries recommend a death sen- 
tence and where there are allegations and proof that 
atomic energy information has been unlawfully trans- 
mitted with intent to injure the United States. The 
indictment here charged a conspiracy alleged to have con- 
tinued from June 6, 1944, to June 16, 1950. Thus the 
alleged conspiracy covered one period of conduct where 
the 1917 Act plainly governed and another period of 
conduct after the Atomic Energy Act went into effect. 
The Rosenbergs were charged with conspiracy to disclose 
atomic secrets as well as other kinds of secrets. Under 
these circumstances it would more nearly fit into the gen- 
eral canons of construction to hold that a District Court 
could impose sentence only under the less harsh statute. 

I am not unaware of the Government's argument that 
this Court can and should give full effect to both these 
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statutes, one which deprives the District Court of un- 
conditional power to impose the death sentence and one 
which grants such unconditional power. This would be a 
strange argument in any case but it seems still stranger to 
me in a case which involves matters of life and death 
The stay of Mr. Justice Douglas is based entirely on his 
desire to have this matter passed upon in due course and 
after proper deliberation in a habeas corpus proceeding 
brought in district court and followed through to this 
Court. That is as it should be. Judicial haste is pecul- 
iarly out of place where the death penalty has been im- 
posed for conduct part of which took place at a time when 
the Congress appears to have barred the imposition of 
that death penalty by district judges acting without a 
jury s recommendation. And it seems to me that this 
Court has not had time or opportunity for sufficient study 
to give the kind of informed decision on this important 

question it would if the case should take its regular 
course. 

Third. I am aware also of the argument that Mr. Jus- 
tice Douglas should not have considered and that we 
should not now consider the point here involved because 
the Rosenbergs lawyers had not originally raised it on 
appeal I cannot believe, however, that if the sentence 
of a citizen to death is plainly illegal, this Court would 
allow that citizen to be executed on the grounds that his 

ha n “", a L Ved ” p,ain err0r - An il]e S aI execution 
is no less illegal because a technical ground of “waiver” 

1o°i USti £ H ' Compare Bowen V- Johnston, 
fi j *i ‘ 19 ’ 26 ' After having seen the Court's order I 
ond that it appears to agree with this view. 

Fourth, The inadequate oral arguments before this 
Court have left me with the firm conviction that the 
applicability of the penal provisions of the Atomic En- 
ergy Act of 1946 to this case presents a substantial and 
serious question. This I think is fully demonstrated by 
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the opinion written by Mr. Justice Douglas when he 
granted the stay order, a copy of which is attached by 
him as an appendix to his opinion with which opinion I 
agree. It is my view based on the limited arguments we 
have heard that after passage of the Atomic Energy Act 
of 1946 it was unlawful for a judge to impose the death 
penalty for unlawful transmittal of atomic secrets unless 
such a penalty was recommended by the jury trying the 
case. I think this question should be decided only after 
time has been afforded counsel for the Government and 
for the defendants to make more informed arguments than 
we have yet heard and after this Court has had an op- 
portunity to give more deliberation that it has given up 
to this date. This I think would be more nearly in 
harmony with the best judicial traditions. 

I may add that I voted to grant certiorari originally in 
this case v That petition for certiorari challenged the fair- 
ness of the trial. It also challenged the right of the Gov- 
ernment to try these defendants except under the limited 
rules prescribed by the Constitution defining the offense 
of treason. These I then believed to be important ques- 
tions. In motions for rehearing the arguments as to the 
unfairness of the trial were expanded and I again voted 
for review. I have long thought that the practice of 
many of the states to require an automatic review by the 
highest court of the state in cases which involve the death 
penalty was a good practice. 

It is not amiss to point out that this Court has ‘never 
reviewed this record and has never affirmed the fairness 
of the trial below. Without an affirmance of the fair- 
ness of the trial by the highest court of the land there 
may always be questions as to whether these executions 
were legally and rightfully carried out. I would still 
grant certiorari and let this Court approve or disapprove 
the fairness of the trials. 


I 


0 / 

V 


SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 

No. , June 18 Special Term, 1933. 


Julius Rosenberg and Ethel 
Rosenberg, 
v. 

United States of America. 


Motion to Vacate a Stay. 




Mr. Tolson 
Mr. Ladd... 
jjchols 

fc ImontiL— 

''Clegg 

Sir. Glavin 

Mr. Harbo , — 

Mr. Rosen 

Mr. Tracy 

Mr. Gearty 

Mr. Mohr 

Mr. Wmterrowd- 

Tele. Room 

Mr. Holloman 

Mj. Sizoo 

Miss Gandy 




y 


[June 19, 1953.] 

Per Curiam. 

We convened a Special Term of the Court to consider 
an application by the Attorney General (1) to review the 
stay of execution of Julius Rosenberg and Ethel Rosen- 
berg, granted by Mr. Justice Douglas on June 17, 1953, 
or (2) for reconsideration and reaffirmance of this Court’s 
order in No. 1, Misc., Julius Rosenberg and Ethel Rosen- 
berg, petitioners, v. Wilford L . Denno, Warden of Smg 
Sing Prison, June 1953 Special Term, denying a stay. 

The Acting Solicitor General agrees and we do not 
doubt that Mr. Justice Douglas had power to issue the 
stay in these proceedings. There is no dispute that a 
stay should issue only if there is a substantial question 
to be preserved for further proceedings in the courts. 

The question which has been and now is urged as being 
substantial is whether the provisions of the Atomic En- 
ergy Act of 1946, 42 U. S. C. § 1810 (b)(2) (3), rendered 
the District Court powerless to impose the death sentence 
under the Espionage Act of 1917, 50 U. S. C. §§ 32 (a), 34, 
under which statute the indictment was laid. 

Although this question was raised and presented for 
the first time to Mr. Justice Douglas by counsel who 
have never been employed by the Rosenbergs. and who 
heretofore have not participated in this case, the full 
Court has considered it on its merits. 

We think the question is not substantial. We think 
further proceedings to litigate it are unwarranted. A 
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conspiracy was charged and proved to violate the Espi- 
onage Act in wartime. The Atomic Energy Act did not 
repeal or limit the provisions of the Espionage Act. Ac* 
cordingly, we vacate the stay entered by Mr. Justice _ 
TDquglas oii~JuheTT,T 953. 

We are entenFg this order in advance of the prepara- 
tion of full opinions which will be filed with the Clerk. 
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Per Curiam. 

The motion for reconsideration of the question of the 
Court’s power to vacate Mr. Justice Douglas’ stay order 
and hear oral argument is denied. 


Mr. Justice Black, dissenting. 

Mr. Justice Frankfurter desires that it be noted that 
he too would deny the motion to reconsider the power of 
this Court to review Mr. Justice Douglas’ order to stay 
the execution, but not because he thinks the matter is 
free from doubt. See his dissenting opinion in Ex parte 
Peru , 318 U. S. 578, 590, in connection with Lambert v. 
Barrett , 157 U. S. 697 and Carper v. Fitzgerald , 121 
U. S. 87. 
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Mr. Justice Douglas, dissenting. 

TV hen the motion for a stay was before me, I was deeply 
troubled by the legal question tendered. After twelve 
hours of research and study I concluded, as my opinion* 
indicated, that the question was a substantial one, never 
presented to this Court and never decided by any court. 
So I issued the stay order. 

Aow I have had the benefit of an additional argument 
and additional study and reflection. Now I know that 
I am right on the law. 

The Solicitor General says in oral argument that the 
Government would have been laughed out of court if 
the indictment in this case had been laid under the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1946. I agree. For a part of the crime 
alleged and proved antedated that Act. And obviously 
no criminal statute can have retroactive application. 
But the Solicitor General misses the legal point on which 
my stay order was based. It is this— whether or not the 
death penalty can be imposed without the recommenda- 
tion of the jury for a crime involving the disclosure of 

♦Attached hereto as an Appendix. 
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atomic secrets where a part of that crime takes place 
after the effective date of the Atomic Energy Act. 

The crime of the Rosenbergs was a conspiracy that 
started prior to the Atomic Energy Act and continued 
almost 4 years after the effective date of that Act. The 
overt acts alleged were acts which took place prior to the 
effective date of the new Act. But that is irrelevant for 
two reasons. First, acts in pursuance of the conspiracy 
were proved which took place after the new Act became 
the law. Second, under Singer v. United States, 323 U. S. 
338, no overt acts were necessary; the crime was com- 
plete when the conspiracy was proved. And that con- 
spiracy, as defined in the indictment itself, endured al- 
most 4 years after the Atomic Energy Act became 
effective,. 

The crime therefore took place in substantial part after 
the new Act became effective, after Congress had written 
new penalties for conspiracies to disclose atomic secrets. 
One of the new requirements is that the death penalty for 
that kind of espionage can be imposed only if the jury 
recommends it. And here there w*as no such recommen- 
dation. To be sure, this espionage included more than 
atomic secrets. But there can be no doubt that the death 
. P enalt y wa s imposed because of the Rosenbergs’ di«- 
closure of atomic secrets. The trial judge, in sentencing 
the Rosenbergs to death, emphasized that the heinous 
character of their crime was trafficking in atomic secrets 
He said: 

“I believe your conduct in putting into the hands 
of the Russians the A-bomb years before our best 
scientists predicted Russia would perfect the bomb 
has already caused, in my opinion, the Communist 
aggression in Korea, with the resultant casualties ex- 
ceeding 50,000 and who knows but that millions 
more of innocent people may pay the price of your 
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treason. Indeed, by your betrayal you undoubtedly 
have altered the course of history to the disadvantage 
of our country/’ 

But the Congress in 1946 adopted new criminal sanc- 
tions for such crimes. Whether Congress was wise or 
unwise in doing so is no question for us. The cold truth 
is that the death sentence may not be imposed for what 
the Rosenbergs did unless the jury so recommends. 

Some say, however, that since a part of the Rosenbergs’ 
crime was committed under the old law% the penalties of 
the old law apply. But it is law too elemental for citation 
of authority that where tw’o penal statutes may apply — 
one carrying death, the other imprisonment — the court 
has no choice but to impose the less harsh sentence. 

A suggestion is made that the question comes too late, 
that since the Rosenbergs did not raise this question on 
appeal, they are barred from raising it now. But the 
question of an unlawful sentence is never barred. No 
man or woman to death under an unlawful sen- 

tence merely because his lawyer failed to raise the point. 
It is that function among others that the Great Writ 
serves. I adhere to the views stated by Chief Justice 
Hughes for a unanimous Court in Bowen v. Johnston 306 
U. S. 19, 26-27: 

“It must never be forgotten that the writ of habeas 
corpus is the precious safeguard of personal liberty 
and there is no higher duty than to maintain it 
unimpaired. Ex parte Lange, supra. The rule 
requiring resort to appellate procedure when the trial 
court has determined its own jurisdiction of an of- 
fense is not a rule denying the power to issue a writ 
of habeas corpus when it appears that nevertheless 
the trial court was without jurisdiction. The rule is 
not one defining power but one which relates to the 
appropriate exercise of pow T er.” 
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Here the trial court was without jurisdiction to impose the 
death penalty, since the jury had not recommended it. 

•Before the present argument I knew only that the 
question was serious and substantial. Now I am sure 

on ,tr Wer w 1 kn ° W ? ep in my heart that 1 am ri ght 

on the law. Knowing that, my duty is clear. 
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By Mr. Justice Jackson - , whom Mr. Chief Justice 
Vinson, Mr. Justice Reed, Mr. Justice Burton, Mr. 
Justice Clark and Mr. Justice Minton* join. 

This stay was granted upon such legal grounds that 
this Court cannot allow it to stand as the basis upon 
which lower courts must conduct further long-drawn 
proceedings. 

The sole ground stated was that the sentence may 
be governed by the Atomic Energy Act of August 1, 1946, 
instead of by the earlier Espionage Act. The crime here 
involved was commenced June 6. 1944. This was more 
than two years before the Atomic Energy Act was passed. 
All overt acts relating to atomic energy on which the 
Government relies took place as early as January 1945. 

The Constitution, Art. I, § 9. prohibits passage of any 
ex post facto Act. If Congress had tried in 1946 to make 
transactions of 1944 and 1945 offenses, we would have 
been obliged to set such an Act aside. To open the 
door to retroactive criminal statutes would rightly be 
regarded as a most serious blow to one of the civil liberties 
protected by our Constitution. Yet the sole ground of 
this stay is that the Atomic Energy Act may have retro- 
spective application to conspiracies in which the only 
overt acts were committed before that statute was 
enacted. 
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We join in the opinion by AIr. Justice Clark and agree 
that the Atomic Energy Act does not, by text or intention 
supersede the earlier Espionage Act. It does not purport 
o repeal the earlier Act, nor afford any grounds for spell- 
mg out a repeal by implication. Each Act is complete 
m itself and each has its own reason for existence and 
e of operation. Certainly prosecution, conviction and 
sentence under the law in existence at the time of the 
overt acts are not improper. It is obvious that an attempt 
to prosecute under the later Act would in all probability 

This stay is not and could not be based upon any doubt 
that a legal conviction was had under the Espionage Act. 
Application here for review of the Court of Appeals deci- 
sion affirming the conviction was refused, 344 U. S 838 
and rehearing later denied, 344 U. S. 889, 

Later, responsible and authorized counsel raised, among 
other issues, questions as to the sentence, and an applica- 
tion w^as made for stay until they could be heard. The 
application was referred to the full Court, with the rec- 
ommendation that the full Court hold immediate hearing 
and as an institution make a prompt and final disposition 

' *'! fjf 0ns - This supported by four Justices 
and failed for want of one more, Mr. Justice Douglas 
recording his view that “there would be no end served 
by hearing oral argument on the motion for a stay” 
Sup. Ct. J., June 15, 1953, p. 254. 

Thus, after being in some form before this Court over 
mne months, the merits of all questions raised by the 
Rosenbergs’ counsel had been passed upon, or foreclosed 
by denials. However, on this application we have heard 
an ecided (since it had been the ground for granting 
e stay) a new contention, despite the irregular manner 
in which it was originally presented. 

This is an important procedural matter of which we 
isappro\ e. The stay was granted solely on the petition 
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of one Edelman, who sought to appear as “next friend” of 
the Rosenbergs. Of course, there is power to allow an 
appearance in that capacity, under circumstances such 
as incapacity or isolation from counsel, which make it 
appropriate to enable the Court to hear a prisoner's case. 
But in these circumstances the order which grants Edel- 
man s standing further to litigate this case in the lower 
courts cannot be justified. 

Edelman is a stranger to the Rosenbergs and to their 
case. His intervention was unauthorized by them and 
originally opposed by their counsel. What may be Edel- 
man’s purpose in getting himself into this litigation is not 
explained, although inquiry was made at the bar. It 
does not appear that his own record is entirely clear or 
that he would be a helpful or chosen champion. See 
Edelman v. California , 344 U. S. 357. 

The attorneys who appear for Edelman tell us that for 
two months they tried to get the authorized counsel for 
the Rosenbergs to raise this issue but were refused. They 
also inform us that they have eleven more points to 
present hereafter, although the authorized counsel do not 
appear to have approved such issues. 

The Rosenbergs throughout have had able and zealous 
counsel of their own choice. These attorneys originally 
thought this point had no merit and perhaps also that it 
would obscure the better points on which they were en- 
deavoring to procure a hearing here. Of course, after 
a Justice of this Court had granted Edelman standing 
to raise the question and indicated that he is impressed 
by its substantiality, counsel adopted the argument and 
it became necessary for us to review it. They also shared 
their time and the counsel table with the Edelman lawyers 
thus admitted as attorneys-at-Iarge to their case. The 
lawyers who have ably and courageously fought the Ro- 
sen bergs’ battle throughout then listened at this bar to the 
newly imported counsel make an argument which plainly 
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implied lack of understanding or zeal on the part of the 
retained counsel. They simply had been elbowed out of 
tne control of their case. 

Every lawyer familiar with the workings of our crim- 
inal courts and the habits of our bar will agree that this 
precedent presents a threat to orderly and responsible 
representation of accused persons and the right of them- 
selves and their counsel to control their own cases. The 
lower court refused to accept Edelman’s intrusion but by 
the order m question must accept him as having standing 
o take part in or to take over, the Rosenbergs’ case. 
That such disorderly intervention is more likely to prej- 
udice than to help the representation of accused persons 
in highly publicized cases is self-evident. We discounte- 
nance this practice. 

Vacating this stay is not to be construed as indorsing 
the wisdom or appropriateness to this case of a death sen- 
tence. That sentence, however, is permitted by law and 
as was previously pointed out, is therefore not within this 
Court s power of revision. 344 U. S. SS9. 


SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 


No. , Juxe 18 Special Term:, 1953. 


Julius Rosenberg and Ethel 
Rosenberg, 
v. 

United States of America. 


Motion to Vacate a Stay. 


[June 19, 1953.] 

Mr. Justice Clark, with whom The Chief Justice, 
Mr. Justice Reed, Mr. Justice Jacksox, Mr. Justice 
Burton, and Mr. Justice Mixtox join. 

I agree with and join the opinion of the Court, but wish 
to record these additional views. Seven times now T have 
the defendants been before this Court. In addition. 
The Chief Justice, as well as individual Justices, 
have considered applications by the defendants. The 
Court of Appeals and the District Court have likewise 
given careful consideration to even more numerous 
applications than has this Court. 

The defendants were sentenced to death on April 5, 
1951. Beginning with our refusal to review the convic- 
tion and sentence in October 1952, each of the Justices 
have given the most painstaking consideration to the 
case. In fact, all during the past Term of this Court one 
or another facet of this litigation occupied the attention 
of the Court. At a Special Term on June 15, 1953, w^e 
denied for the sixth time the defendants’ plea. The next 
day an application was filed contending that the penalty 
provisions of the Atomic Energy Act governed this prose- 
cution; and that since the jury did not find that the de- 
fendants committed the charged acts with intent to injure 
the United States nor recommend the imposition of the 
death penalty the court had no power to impose the sen- 
tence of death. After a hearing Mr. Justice Douglas, 
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finding that the contention had merit, granted a stay of 
execution. The Court convened in Special Term to 
review that determination. Cf. Ex parte Quirin, 317 
U. S. 1 (1942). 

Human lives are at stake ; we need not turn this deci- 
sion on fine points of procedure or a party’s technical 
standing to claim relief. Nor did Mr. Justice Douglas 
lack the power and, in view of his firm belief that the 
legal issues tendered him were substantial, he even had 
the duty to grant a temporary stay. But for me the short 
answer to the contention that the Atomic Energy Act of 
1946 may invalidate defendants’ death sentence is that 
the Atomic Energy Act cannot here apply. It is true that 
§ 10 (b) (2) and (3) of that Act authorizes capital punish- 
ment only upon recommendation of a jury and a finding 
that the offense was committed with intent to injure the 
United States. (Notably, by that statute the death pen- 
alty may be imposed for peacetime offenses as well, thus 
exceeding in harshness the penalties provided by the Es- 
pionage Act. ) This prosecution, however, charged a war- 
time violation of the Espionage Act of 1917 under which 
these elements are not prerequisite to a sentence of death. 
Where Congress by more than one statute proscribes a 
private course of conduct, the Government may choose 
to invoke either applicable law: “At least where different 
proof is required for each offense, a single act or trans- 
action may violate more than one criminal statute.” 
United States v. Beacon Brass Co ., 344 U. S. 43, 45 
(1952); see also United States v. Noveck, 273 U. S. 202, 
206 (1927); Gavieres v. United States , 220 U. S. 338 
(1911), Nor can the partial overlap of two statutes 
work a pro tanto repealer of the earlier Act. Ibid. “It is 
a cardinal principle of construction that repeals by im- 
plication are not favored. TV hen there are two acts upon 
the same subject, the rule is to give effect to both if 
possible .... The intention of the legislature to repeal 
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‘must be clear and manifest’ .... It is not sufficient . . . 
‘to establish that subsequent laws cover some or even all of 
the cases provided for by [the prior act] ; for they may be 
merely affirmative, or cumulative, or auxiliary.’ There 
must be a ‘positive repugnancy between the provisions 
of the new T law, and those of the old.’ ” United States v. 
Borden Co., 308 U. S. 188, 19S (1939). Otherwise the 
Government when charging a conspiracy to transmit both 
atomic and non-atomic secrets would have to split its 
prosecution into two alleged crimes. Section 10 (b)(6) 
of the Atomic Energy Act itself, moreover, expressly pro- 
vides that § 10 “shall not exclude the applicable provi- 
sions of any other laws . . an unmistakable reference 
to the 1917 Espionage Act.* Therefore this section of 
the Atomic Energy Act, instead of repealing the penalty 
provisions of the Espionage Act. in fact preserves them 
in undiminished force. Thus there is no warrant for 
superimposing the penalty provisions of the later Act 
upon the earlier law. 

In any event, the Government could not have invoked 
the Atomic Energy Act against these defendants. The 
crux of the charge alleged overt acts committed in 1944 
and 1945, years before that Act went into effect. While 
some overt acts did in fact take place as late as 1950, they 
related principally to defendants’ efforts to avoid detec- 
tion and prosecution of earlier deeds. Grave doubts of 
unconstitutional ex post facto criminality would have 
attended any prosecution under that statute for trans- 
mitting atomic secrets before 1946. Since the Atomic En- 
ergy Act thus cannot cover the offenses charged, the 
alleged inconsistency of its penalty provisions with those 
of the Espionage Act cannot be sustained. 


*See Newman and Miller, The Control of Atomic Energy, p. 235 
(194S) ; Newman, Control of Information Relating to Atomic Energy, 
56 Yale L. J. 769, 790 (1947). 
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Our liberty is maintained only so long as justice is 
secure. To permit our judicial processes to be used to 
obstruct the course of justice destroys our freedom. Over 
two years ago the Rosenbergs were found guilty by a 
jury of a grave offense in time of war. Unlike other liti- 
gants they have had the attention of this Court seven 
tunes; each time their pleas have been, denied. Though 
the penalty is great and our responsibility heavy our duty 
is clear. J 
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TELEPHONICALLY ADVISED 

INFORMED HIM THAT THE QUOTE BOOK OF LETTERS UNQUOTE WRITTEN BY THE 0 
ROSENBERGS HAS BEEN PUBLISHED BOTH IN FRANCE AND THE 
TOLD INFORMANT THAT THE CP OF FRANCE SENT SEVERAL THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS 
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BOOK. INFORMANT DID NOT KNOW WHETHER THIS MONEY WAS SENT IN THE NAME 


OF THE FRENCH CP OR CAMOUFLAGED. UNDER THE NAME OF A CP FRONT GROUP. 



ASSERTED THAT THIS INFORMATION EMANATED FROM EMANUQT^OCHS^^® 


OFFICE. 



ILSO ADVISED THAT CP MEMBERS IN QUEENS 
COUNTY, NY, ARE WORKING FEVERISHLY TO PERSUADE SYMPATHIZERS, ® ,(b ) (7) (k) 


PARTICULARLY TEENAGERS AND TEACHERS, TO GO TO WASHINGTON DC TO SUP 
’.THE VIGIL AT THE WHITE HOUSE. INFORMANT STATED THAT BERNA&I^lsENDER 
OF THE QUEENS C 




TY CP APPEARED TO BE THE LEADER OF THIS ACTIVITY. 
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END PAGE ONE 







OF ABOVE INFO 1$ NECESSARY, REFERENCE TO INFORMANTS CONTACT WITH' 

WOULD NOT BE REVEALED SO INFORMANTS IDENTITY WILL BE PROTECT El 


BOARDMAN 


jsfpj© 


END 


9-25 AM OK FBI WA VS 




f«BMO n*M HO. 04 



’"j., '>*!; 





Office Mmmandum 


UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 


TO 

FROM : 
SUBJECT: 


The Director 
D* M, Ladd 


DATE: 


** June 19, 1953 

* Tolaon . 




JULIUS' ROSENBERG, ST Al 


;• ’•-t jh.S5.J5Sm* Tptli’/T.’u’Ali S”if: a 

^duised that he understood the attorneys for the 
pe/ense were at New Haven, Connecticut, triinn to content 
fnembers of the Circuit Court in on effort 1 L„! c °h.act 

%Vt n ca!TeTlfT er r e \ th T f* ° f theDepartmllV had 

J s t called Mr* Ztm&ard^ /iad given him the text ne +h* 
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Offin/tn fTf th e/ew fork Office to the New Haven 
/Office to be delivered to the Circuit Court members there. 
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and t*e ror* fcocrd. r# innedlatoiy checked thte with 
the telephone company here • IViere appeared to be no problem whatso- 
ever existing on the Bureau f s direct line to the Mew fork Office* 
There was nothing that could be done on this end to increase the 
volume on the line • 


Mr* McQuire had Mr . Boardman immediately check with the 
engineers who installed the special line from the Mew fork Office 
to Ossining* Boardman advised that he was informed that the phone 
\ company oould do nothing on the Mew fork end of the special line 
{to Ossining ; that ths only nay to increase the volume would be to 
(put a booster on the line at Sing Stag* Ur* Belmont objected to 
any c hooking of the line at this late hour during the afternoon in 
vteio of the climactic approach to the Rosenberg case during the late 
afternoon since it would be necessary for the phone company to enter 
the premises with the equipment and take the line out of service at 
a time when it, would be needed most* Belmont had the line checked 
f A Vv> Iwten it was installed and a test check of the engineers at that time 
5 'Ml jadi/<«*d that * in their opinion a booster was not needed • 

I v T 1 J * ^ 
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f* a + uel Bloch * attorney for the Rosenberga , 
***** l nited States District Court, Southern District of 
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h°i 0 Jh* an °f Special Agent John A* Barrington 

which was submitted by the Government in opposition thereto . 
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UUtTftD STATES OP AMERICA* / 

-eg a ini t- No. 0-134*245 

JULIUS R0SBNBER0 and ETHEL RQSSNBErO* 

Defendants. 

/ 

J X R » 

k 

\ PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that upon the petition of JULIUS 

\ . 

xCSRNBERG and ETSBL RO? SNBSRO, by EMANUEL H. BLOCH* their at- 

7«/L«ov /?• 1 C* 0 C*?<r € Th&i <?. /iV A>PJf * 

tomey* duly verified* and the affidavit* of^BMANUSL H. BLOCH* 

1 

SOPHIE ROSENBERG / DAVID R03ENBBTO* ETHEL GOLDBERG, JOHN 
\ 

FONTANA, LEOt; SUMMIT, REV. H. 3. WILLIAMSON and BEDARD GHEEU- 
* * 

Gla^.S* all duly verified* and the supplemental affidavlta of 

i 

SOPHIE ROSENBERG and BTHSL GOLDBERG , both duly verified* and 

. 

all tha proceeding* heretofore had herein* and on the file* 
and records of this oase* tha undersigned will nova this Court* 
at a Criminal Part to be bald thereof, on June 9* J.953* *t 
10*30 A.M.* or ae soon thereafter as e ounael can be heard* 
for ( 1 ) an order granting the petitioners a new trial, pursu- 
ant to Rula 33 of tha Federal Rules of Criminal Procedural 
(2) vacating and setting aside the Judgments of conviction and 
sentences thereunder* pursuant to Section 2255* Title 26 U.3»C>f 
and ( 3 ) for such other and further relief as may ba juat and 


>rop#r in the premises. 

)atedt New v ork, June 5, 1953 


Tours, e tc. 

LHA.’tUEL H. 3LGCK ' 

401 Broadway 
New Yor>. 13* K. Y. 

joh:: f. fin^rty 

120 Broadway 
New York 

MALCOLM SHARP 

Uni varsity of Chicago Lav 

School 

Chicago* Illnola 


Attorneys for Pat itl oners 
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XI THE UNITED STAT Ffi DI6TRICT COURT 
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF MEW YORK 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 

-agalnst- 

JULIUS ROSENBERG and ETHEL ROSENBERG, 

Demandants* 


mum 

la.C 134-245 


TO THE HONORABLE JUDGES OF RAID COURT.! 

The petition of JULIUS ROSENBERG and ETHEL 
ROSENBERG, By EMANUEL H. BLOCH, their attorney, respectfully 
represents! 

Firsts The petitioners are unjustly, unlawfully 
and Illegally detained and imprisoned by WILFRED L* DENNO, 
Wsrden of Sing Ping Prison, Ossining, New Tor*, a New York 
State panel institution, acting as the agent for and under 
the direction of the Attorney General ef the United States or 
his authorised representative to whose custody they were com- 
mended, under and by virtue of separate judgments entered and 
conaltments issued by the Uhlted States District Court for 

the 8outhern District of New York, dated and filed April 5 , 

1 / 

1951 against each ef the petitioners* 

HISTORY OF THE PROCEEDINGS 
Second! The indictment, against the petitioners 
(a superseding indictment following two previous ones) was 
returned in this Court on January 31# 1951 on charges, in a 


J For the convenience of the Court and of all parties to 
!hls proceeding, the printed copy of the record, filed with 
;he Supreme Court of the Uhlted States on the petitioners* 
petition to that Court, as hereafter stated, is made part of 
the moving papers herein, and marked as to Volume I, Exhibit 






,ln»l« count that they conspired -1th others, fro. Jun* 6, 

1944 tnd until June 16, 1950, to tr.na.it to th. Union of 
SOYlot Socialist Republlos "documents, writings, sketches, 
notes and Information relating to the national defense of 
the United state, of America- -1th -intent or reason to 
believe that they -ouW be used to the advance of that 
foreign wtlon, in violation of Section 34, title 50 of th. 

United States Cod. (no- 18 U.f.C.A. 794). <R. 2-4, 5, 6). 

Third. Their trial, together -ith the co-defendant, 

Korton s obeli, before a Court and Jury In this Court, eom- 
genoed on March 6, 1951 «od continued until March 29. 1951, 
-hen th. jury returned separate verdicts of guilty against 

each of th$nu (R« 35"^579) • 

Fourth. On April 5, 1951 they -or. sentenced to 

aw th by electrocution by Hon. Irving I. Kaufman, the trial 

judge, and, as aforementioned, the Judgment, end commitment. 

uore made and filed In the Office of th. Clerk of this Court 

en said April 5, 1951. <R. 1612-20, 27, 28). 

Fifth. Pursuant to the authority vested in him 

by the provisions of Section 4082, of Title 18 of th. Unite* 

! rtates Code, the Attorney General or his authorized represer 
tative, caused and ordered th. tranaf.r of the petitioner, 

Fthel Rosenberg, on or about April H» 1 95'1, ® nd °f ?- 
tioner, Julius Rosenberg, on or about May 15, 1951 to th. 


1/ (cont’d.T "A" .nc-.s to Volu-. All"of 
thfotbe? exhlblts°hereinaft9r referred to ere also annexed 
hereto and made a pert thereof. 


- 2 - 




ft Inf Ping Prison at Ossining* li* Tork* vhoro thuy havw 
remained tn4 now are prsssntly dotalned to await wxwoutlon* 
alnoa no "avullablw* suits bl# and appropriate institution* - 
wore aaintainod by tho Federal Oorernnent within tha Southarn 
District of Vow York which had facilities to carry out tho 
execution of the sentence of death of the petitioners in the 
manner prescribed by the Judgnent of conviction* „ 

Sixth i The United States Court of Appeals for the 
Second Circuit afflreed the Judgments of conviction on 

i 

[February 25, 1952# and denied rehearing on April 8, 1952 
(195 F. 2d 583,609). The United states Supreme Court dsnlsd 
certiorari en October 13# 1952 (34* U.f .838) and rehearing 
on November 17, 1952 (3** U.S.889)# Black# J., In aaoh ln- 
stanea, noting his opinion that tha patltlon should ho 
granted. On November 24# 1952# ths petitioners Bad# appli- 
cation In this Court# under 28 O.fl.C, 8 2255# to vaeats and 
set aslda tha aforesaid judgments of convictions. This ap- 
plication was denied without a hearing on December 10# 1952 
(108 F.Supp.798). Tha Court of Appeals for tha Seoond 
Circuit affirmed the order of tho District Court on Doeember 
51, 1952. <200 F. 2d 666) The Uhlted States Supremo Court 

lanled a patltlon for a writ of oertlorarl on Kay 25# 1953 
(Pocket No. 687, October Term, 1952), JUstloes Blaok mod 
louglas noting their opinion that certiorari should be 
panted. On Deoember 29# 1952# vlthln 60 days after tha 

I anlal of certiorari by the United States Supreme Court# In 
he criminal appeal, an application was made to the sent en- 
lng Judge for a reduction of the aforesaid sentences, pur- 
uant to Hula 35 of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. 
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On J’lWiTy 2, 1952, the application vet denied (109 F» Supp. 
108). On Fernery 6, 1953* *B application ves eede to the 
President of the United States, for en executive reduction 
ef the sentence. This epplleatlon ves denied on February 11 

1953. 

PRFPKXT APPLICATIM 

Peventhi Petitioners netce this application prayln 
for e new trial and that their convictions he vacated end sc 
aside and that they he discharged fren detention end Im- 
prisonment under the provisions ef Rule 33 ef the Federal 
Rules of Criminal Procedure end Section 2255» Title 28, 0.P. 

Eighth! The grounds relied on by the petitioners 


ere (a) newly discovered evidence) end (b) the use by the 
prosecuting authorities unperjured testimony to bring eboul 


their convictions, unjustly, unlawfully, Illegally and la 
violation of the Constitution end laws of the United States, 
depriving the court of Jurisdiction to convict, end renderin 
the Judgment of conviction end the sentences lnposed there- 
under subject to collateral attack. 




Ninth 1 A console table belonging to tht petitions 
Jfclitts and Ethel Rosenberg, and part of tho furnishings of 
their heme some tint froa after Utt 1944 or 1945, played g 
prominent pert in the prosecution* s case. Evidence ooncernl 
this oonaole table was introduced through the testimony of 
Or eengit ss and Ruth dreenglass, his wife, the main 
Government witnesses, and Evelyn Cox (in rebuttal), designed 
te whew that the petitioners were in criminal confederacy with 
agents of the Soviet tfnion to commit espionage. 

On the dlremt examination of David Sreenglass, thi 
following infarction was elicited by the prosecution* 


low, did Rosenberg ever say anything to you 
H about any reward that he received from the 








• 

r 

• 



Russians for tha work that he had boon doing? 


A. 

Ha said h« had gotten a watch at a reward." 

(C.R. 520-21) 

J , 

- 


4 . 

"Q.- 

How, jpas there anything else that they /Che Rosen-* 
bergg/recelved which they told you about? 

,v'* 

.1 r \ 

A « 

X believe they told no they received a console 
table fron the Russians » 

ti • 

Q. 

A console table? 


A* 

That Is right. 

£ 

j‘ Q. 

When did they tell you about that? 

- f 

A. 

That was after 7 had gotten out of the Ar*y. 


9. 

Did you ever see that table? 

i 

A. 

T did." (C.R. 521-22) 

Hath Oreengless testified as follows! 

* r 

"Q. 

But you did visit thee /Che Rosenbergg/fMo* 
time to time? 


A* 

Yes. 

"\ 

0* 

How, on any of those visits did you notice 
any particular piece of furniture In the 

Rosenberg apartment? 


A. 

— 

•J 

Q. 

When was this* as best you can recall? 

- 

A. 

I think It was 19**. 


Q* 

And what piece of furniture did you notice? 


A. 

Mahogany console table. 


Q. 

Did you have a conversation with the 

Rosenborgs concerning that table? 

I 

A* 

Tes, I, did. 


Q* 

And was your husband also present? 


A. 

I think he was# yes. 
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o. Howwill youtall us what that oonwaraatioa 
v«i in eoBBMtloa with this oomol* tahla 
as hast you can recall Itt 

A # I admired the tahla and I asked Kthel whan 
aha bought a new place of furniturej she 
said she hadn't bought It. she had gotten 

It ... lift •»* lJ.U it W. » wir - 
wlft to get from a friend, and JUllus said 
It was from his friend and it was a spaolal 
kind of table, and ha turned the table on 
Its side to show us why It was so special. 

Q. And what did he show you when he turned the 
table on its side? 

A. There war a portion of the table that was 
hollowed out for a lamp to fit underneath 
It so that the table could be used for 
photography purposes, and he said when he 
used the table he darkened the room so 
there would be no other light and he wouldn't 
be obvious to enyone looking In. 

o. And did Julius Rosenberg tell you bhat he 
photographed using the tablet 

A. Tes. He took pictures on of th# 

typewritten notea.* 4 (C.R.706— 7)* 

J0LITO R0SF.NBFR0, on direct* examination, testified 
as follows t 

«Q. How, from time to time during the course of 
your living with your family at that apart- 
ment, did you have occasion to purchase new 
furniture? 

A, Only once did I purchase a new item. 

0 . What item was that? 

A. A console table. 

q. And when did you purchase that? 

A. I would say it was either in 19** 19*5* 

q. Aud from where did you purchase that eonsole 
table? 

A. From R. H. Hacy * Company. 

o. And how much did you pay for that console table? 



A. It was soaewhere about $21* « (C.R.10$4) 

"Q. Did you aw receive a console table frou 
tha Russian governnent? 

A. I 414 not. 

Q« I think you have already testified that 
on purchased a console table from 
• H. Hioyt 

A* That la correct* 

Q* tow, can yon ba as specific as you possibly 
call about tha data of that purchase? 


that I personally purchased tha console 
table* 

Q* How such 414 you say you paid for it? 

A* Soaewhere In tha neighborhood of $21* 

Q. Did you pay cash for lt| was It a C*0*D* 
transaction? 

A* X paid cash for It and I ordered It sent 
to ny house* As a natter of fact (i If I do 
recall* X believe I bought something else 
at that tine* 

Q* How, did you get a bill for it? 

A. Tea, X did. 

0* In whose nano was the bill uade out? 


Hell. X can 9 t renenbcr exactly the date, 
but it was sons where between 1944 and 194$ 


A* In ny none* 

Q* Julius Rosenberg? 

A* That. Is correct* 

q. Was it subsequently delivered by R.H.Hbey 
Conpany to your hone at 10 Monroe street? 

A* It was. 

Q f Do you know how long after you purchased 

that console table that it was delivered? 

/ 

I, x can't rtMiktr) naybe a week or two 
weeka afterward a. 


7 
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Q. «•»., was the UU« that you purchase at 
Uieyt| th 6 flan# console table that w* lo 
your hone it the tine the FBI finally cane 
around to arrest you? 

A. Yos, It was." (C.R.II36-37) 

On cross-examination of JULIUB ROSKNBSRO, tho 

following testimony was elloltedi 

Nn tet us ha wo 0 llttlo talk about this console 

"* tablo. Is your boat recollection that you 
bought that at Kacy’s In 19 * 4 or 19 * 5 ? 

k. That Is about the Inst I oan recall, sir. 

0. Do you remember what day of tho week it was that 
you bought It? 

s. Well. I can't recall. It Is too many years 
ago. My recollection is ha*y about evente. 

Q. Guppose you describe the table to ua, what 
color it was. 

A. Well, the table w a a dark brown. 

. Q. Mahogany? 

A. I don't know if the wood wae mahogany. 

q 0 Mahogany-colored? 

A • That is right. 

q. Tes. 

A The table ras— the top of the table was about 
three feet by two feet. 

q. You mean throe feet wide? 

A. That Is right, by— 

0. By two foot from front to baokt 

A. Right. It had a piano hinge In the center, 
and the table could open up double. 
the inside of tho tablo there was a 
a hole In It and there was a ■ little 
boss that had two holes in It th J* 
top of tho table to the bar, so that when the 
table was— I mean tho cover of the table 
wo»ld swing around at right angles, you could 
open the table double. 



9. Toq urn It mb an extension tablat 

A. It wasn't an extension! It »»• hinged owar 
tha top «ovsr of the table. 

0. About bow high dig tha tabla stand? 

Am A& high as tha ordinary anting tabla* Tha 
sana holght as tha tabla owar thara 
(Indicating). 

Q* How nany paopla could alt around It? 

A • v hen It was opened* you could ha to about 
six paopla sitting around. 

Q % Whan It wasn't us ad for anting* where was 
It leapt in your apartnent? 

A* Wall. In tha baginning days whan wa first 
had It* whan wa had tha othar tabla before 
wa shipped It out to California * It was 
kept In tha foyer* and than In the last faw 
years* I would say tha last four years* wa 
used it to sat on* and particularly tha 
last couple of years It had a lot of uso 
for eating on. Tha top of tha tabla leapt 
falling off because tha two wooden sorews 
that held tha studs at tha top of tha table 
stripped the threads and Z used two llttla 
natoh sticks in there to try ta keep It 
tightened. 

q. That was tha hinged back that used to stand 
up against the wall* was It notf 

A. Ho* It didn't* Only In the beginning* wa 
used to keep It as a show place* because It 
was one of the nicest places of furniture 
wa had in the house, 

9. It was tha only new piece you had In tha 
house* as a natter of foot?" (C.R. 1205-06) 

******* 

*0, How* you bought this table In 1944 or 194J# 
during tha war j Is that right? 

A. That Is eorraet sir* 

q* Old you ha wo any trouble finding any 

furniture at that tine? 

/ 

A* That was on tha floor of Eacy's. Thara was 
a big display* many llttla tables ware on 
tha floor. 

q. The place was full of llttla tables? 
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A. That 1 * right. 

Q. Don't you know, «r. R°*#nW«. th.t ywj 
wouldn't buy a can* ole table in lie cy *# 

If they hod It, In 19** * ttd *9*5 • for 
loot than $85«* 

. t .. marry. «lr. X bovght that table for 
* that anounl. That was e display piece, . 

Si Saypol, and I bollawe it >•» ****** do * ,u 

q. Tan neon tha plaoe «a« foil of narked-down 
tahlaaT 

A, That i« correct •!».* (C.R.1211) 

ETHEL ROSERBRRO an direct examination, testified! 
no TouP alttar-ln-Uw taatifiad that on a certain 

Q * 5S.*Minl9*4. « !«••* •“* thou « ht lt 

HI 19* 6** 

Hr, A, Bloehl That ia page 1013* 

0 . —your aiater-in-law wiaited T®® •*???![ h °?J 
Q and that aha noticed a piece 

s?s*»3V4S«Si« 
35®. a?Ai> xx 52 25 


that aha adaired tha table and aha naked you 
•aha aaid aha had not bought it, 

•nf f aA it A* ft lift* ft tbit Sbi SOiA it 

SoVtifl to got fro* * friend,' and 
Truiitts sold it vui from bli ft loud ind 
i?m ^apec“l ki^d of table.' *£«»“»?"" 
iot» toiuhenflft Jhliua. * turned the table on ite 
JiS to show ua Why it «* eo special ) 

•ny aueh thing ever oecurt 

A # Wo, it did not. 

a eha farther testified that your husband ,ln 
Q * yX/ 5 Senee» turned the table on ita aid. 
and that 'there aaa a portion of the table 
that aaa hollowed out far a leap to fit 
anderneethit to that tha table could bo 
used for photograph purposes 
hatband said that 'wU ha n.ed 
^tvki&ftd the roon so that there oe no 

other light and ha eouldnH be obvious to 

JS5L USiiw i»'« «* '~.KK r *g s$ « 

oonwersation, at any tine, either in 1940 or 
or at any other period? 

j beard any aueh conwersatlon* 

«• uilVfr S^h« T Sb“! S 5^t«S 0l# 

purpoaott 
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A. Rt ( he did ntt. 


9* Did four tnuband ever photogrsph on mlero- 
nim or oaf other substanea anything pertain* 
lag to any information or saoret concerning 
the national dtfontt, or anything elat at oil? 


A* Rt, ha did nat 


Tour el»ter-ln-law furthar taatlflad In answer 
to a naaatlea. I think Sr. Kllshalaar put* 

•q, And did JUllus Rosenberg tall you what ha 
photographs* using ths table?' 


And his answar waai 


'Tea. So took ploturaa on alaroflln of tho 
typawvlttsn not os.' 


pid any tuoh thing owar taka plaoaf 
A. la. At did nat. 


a. Old your husband aver taka ploturaa an uiero- 
film af any typawrlttan notes? 


A. So* ha did not." (c.R. 1331-32). 

On «ross*exaalttatloa ETHEL robskbeho taatlfladt 


"o. Ton told everybody that you bought It In Key's 
for #21? 


i. I wouldn't any that I told everybody. I don't 
knew when 1 night have spoken to and vfaon I nay 
mot have, hut Z know I bought It at Key's.” 
<C.*.13W-*0). 


In rebuttal ths Coveranaat eallad ana Evslyn Cox, a 
far star daaastla employed by the Rosenberg* In their hone. 
Although ah* eleaned the apartment and the furniture therein, 
has tasttuony .la bun an af any etatenaat that the subject 
aantala tahla was a apsalal kind of table with a hollow undai 
Booth far • lanp for phatographla or nloroflln use. 

tenth* The eonaole table itself was newer lntro- 
duaad la avldanaa by the Oovornnant nor did the Covsrnnant 
pradua# any avldanaa to show that the eonaole table wae un- 
avallahlu ta than at the trial «1 had theretofore been 


unavailable. 
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C*Btrul«li«i the iht* ttit tb» oaa- 

, rt » UU( ni or coold taw ta« awallabl# to the OrrtrnMUt. 
fMr tateui eridoot from tba following faata and ehr analogy 

' t 

of areata. . 

(a) Rath Qreenglasa teettfied at tha trial that aba 
Lj • written »ta tenant to tba author ltlas of bar full 
etory, within too or tbraa days aftar a conference, attended 
by Darid* (bar husband), 0. John Rogge (bar lawyer), tba 
Otaitad stataa Attorney and hi a aldas ( and F«1>L repreaent- 

atiree* in aid-JUly* 1950 (O.H*7+2-4?)« 

(b) Darid Oreenglass oat arraatad an Jbna 15* 1950 
(0.8.567)* and testified that ha Uplitatad Jttllua Haeanberg 
laaadlataly that night or tha aarly nornlng of tha following 
day. Ira nado fir* or tlx furthar arltton statement* and a 
number of oral atatananta* which war a transcribed* all baf ora 
tha and af tha aunnar of 1950. (C.R. 577-78, 60d-5)» 

(c) dt tha tlna of tha vaapaatira arraata of tha 
patltlonora in July and AUguet* 1950* tha F.B.X. aganta nada « 
thorough aaaroh of tha pationara* bona where tha oonaola t*Ui 
waa located and raaorad tbarafron artlalaa allagodly tending 
to incriminate tha patltlonora* p«a« t matohaa (C.R.113d)» 
a na pahota (C.R.1293), and aren a oollaatlon can for nonay far 
tba Joint Anti-Fa aaist Refugea Coonlttaa (0.8.1177) • 

(d) Tha console table waa in tha bona of tha Reaen- 
barga at tha tlna of their raapeotlra arraata and until Octo- 
ber* 1950. (See annexed affldarlta of Jhllus and Pthel Rosen< 

berg) Darid Boaehberg) flophie Roeohberg) and Bthel Ooldberg). 

/ 

If tho OovenuMAt had knonl«df« of tho Uportaaoi 
of tho ootisolo table to thow originality onjr tioo prior to 
ald~Ootohor, 1950, It oottld hart aohjooto4 tho to hit to ito 
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possession* either «i an inaidant ef the mtila an under the 

autborlt y of a dal? issued Mint .mwBt, 

If tho Qraenglassas oar# testifying truthfully Rhen 
they ivora that they revealed tha anplata story of tha el* 
leged conspiracy by add-sunner* 1990# thay ant necessarily 
hara revealed the erlnlnal inpcrt af tlia aonaoXa table. Hi 
gnat «r«Bt| tha investigative and prosecutive authorities* 
mst have aaan tha table itself* which* at hereinafter shown* 
Vy raason of tha absence of tha physical oharaataristioa 
ascribed ta it hy Hath Or sunglass* and tha possihiXity of aa- 
aartaining its aouraa and pries* taliad har testimony. This 
testimony tha Oavarnnont* nonetheless* knowlngXy sponsor ad* 
and suppressed tha aonsola table* and its knowledge of tha 
table* a oapaoity to expose Ruth Or sunglass* perjury and tor- 
rohorate tha dafanaa taatinony af tha Rosenborgs. 

If tha OraangUsaas did not reveal tha faota oon- 
aarning tha aonaoXa table ta tha authoritiee* than* dearly* 
thay deliberately lied a a to tha tine thay testified thay had 
■ado full disclosure* and tha Oevernaent necessarily knowingly 
sponsored this falsa testimony. It is apparent that tha trun 
time whan tha Oraanglaaaaa disclosed tha foots of the alleged, 
oonspiraoy* or any aspoat thereof* had a diroot boaring an 
their or edibility. 

Elevenths The aonaoXa table* in question* was not 
tillable to tha petitioners at tha tine of their trial and 
eould not have bean di so over ad by tha petitioners* at that 
tine* by tha oxer else of reasonable dlligenae* far the raason 
•at forth in tha, annexed affidavits af JUllus and lthal Mmm 
berg^David Rosenberg* Sophia Rosenberg and Bthel deldberg. 

twelfth! tha whereabouts af the aonsola table 
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Wmh ka»tt ta tha althln tlw lilt fit uRthii 

radar tfitnitUMi ut forth la tha uww4 iffiiitit if 
Itu twit, Bpon Um dlacovary af tha ttowksti af tha 
tiUl| lmiUpUn ias tkitliM to a Mortal* (a) whath- 
a* tha tahla aaa tfeta tall* that aaa la tha Roaan- 

harg horn taring tha yaara 1944 a* 1945 to oatohar, 1951) 

(h) tha ratallar af tha tahlo| (a) tha parlod tor lag «hl4h 
tha tahla m gold 1 y tha vatallavi (t) tha ratall prlaa af 
tha taUa tor lag tha aforaaald parlod, 

fblrtoaathi Iha toaaola tahla dlatovarad aarnral 
aoaths aga la tha aaasalo tahla that aaa la tha Baaaaharg 
haaa tar lag tha yaara 1944 ar 1945 ta Oatohar, 1951 at ahoaa 
hy tha afflCavlta of Jtllaa and Bthal Baaaaharg, fiarld Boaan- 
harg, Sophia Baaaaharg , Bthal Qaldharg, Lao* Suaalt an 4 Bar. 
1,1, Williamson. Photographs af said aonaola tahla ara an- 
hardta aad aarkad "Inhibits A ta I,* Tha aonaola tahla 
will ha protaaad, at tha fagaaat af tha Court. 

VMrtoantht tha tahla aaa told hy H,H, Maojr A Oa,, 
Vav York City la lta taraitura aad ooaaalsnal tarnltwra da- 
par taeat, darlag tha yaara 1944 or 1945 far tha am af $19.97. 
tha mr kla g a am tha toaaola tahla ta Indlaata, as appaara 
froa tha aaaaxad affidavit af Fosaph Fontana, tha hoy or far 
B, I. Vary A Ca., af aaaaalaMl tar altar a darlag tha yaara 
1944 and 1945. 

Flftaaathi Physical axanlnatlen af tha aonsala 
tahla ravaals that It la In no a onto a "apaolal kind of' 
tahla", nor la any part of It ahatarar "hallowad out". 

Slxtaanthi Xn an, thla Maly dieeovarad avldanoa 
aanaamlng tha aonaola tahla danonstrataa that Ruth Gra on* 
gXasa par Jar ad haraalf vhan aha taotlflad that tha aonaola 
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t«U« la quitlw m i 'tpMlal kind of t*u«* uA "bellow* 
out for « U^p to fit underneath lt"| tbot David Orecnglaaa 
perjured hlnself whoa bo testified tbot the oobsolo table 
see e sift to tbs Rosenborgs "Area the Russia as". 

Indeed, the evidence supports alnoat to the penny ] 
the testimony of Julius Rosenberg (sad Bthel Rosenberg) ttet 

9 

bo blBsolf bought the table la itsoy* s la 1944 or 1949 foe 
"about f 21" ($19*97 pin* 2* aalos tea, or $20,37). It refutei 
the tendentious question of the proseeutor laplylng that 
"you wouldn't buy a console table In naey's. If they had it, 
la 1944 and 1949, for loos than $89* * ^jSeo also stusaatlon 
of proseeutor on this subject, (C.K, l$26-2737* Sven the 

Oovsrnsent's own witness, Bvslyn Cox, la Identifying the 

* » 

nawly dlsaoYarad eoasola tabla~not "hallowad wit* in any 
part— at tha oonjola aha taw in Roganbarg hom $ during tha 
parlod in quastlon, now oorroborat at tha Roaanharg war* ion 
of tha faeta, 

tha affaat of this perjured taatlmony on tha Jwp 
wat of wltal vlgnlfloanea In that it forgad a falaa link, 
apparently tuppartad by tha taatlnony af MT«, Cox, a dla- 
lntaraatad wltnatt, batwaan tha Rotanbargi and tha ”Ru»slana"« 






Seventeenth! Brldenee, newly dlseovsred by the 
letltleaers slnoe their trial sad within the lest few nonthe, 
independently and In conjunction with the newly dl soever ed 
toneele table evidence set forth above, the evldenee set 
“orth hereinafter, and the evidence of perjury adduced on 
;hs prior (2299 application heroin, taken In context with 
arlsl tostlaony of David Qreonglass, denonatrataa that 
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Da* 1* 9r«tB|Uii' trial taatine*y, alwja WH*»i ia • 
fatal* af Um. 

Upon lnfamatlan ui t*U«f« »*» OmmiUm, 
Davit* • wife, at a» eheut the tUaa af his arreet, Hated 

*.« Sba Hated far then 

•At ether tlaaa ha vault heeene delirious aat anaa whan ha 
hat tha grippe ha m ant* through tha hallwy shrieking 
'elephants', 'laat pants', flfa t MA tel M B Mat t , tft h t* 




A '* 4 


•l.T « ! w m 
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«*" *f *h«» »"* aal* «• af aulalta aa If ha vara 

• ehavaatar In tha noviaa hut aha tita't thi n k ha vault ta 
it"* (Suphaala attat) 

Tha aaurtaa af tha iafanatlaa aat tha grant* af 
Aha toiaf, aro a photoatatl* raproduatioa af ah lator-affla* 
nsnorantua, a trua aopy af vhlah la harata aaaasat aat aarkat 
Bxhlhlt If fToa tha filaa af tha fin af Begga, Oaltaah, 
FHvltaat * garden, Bags. af 401 Braatwy, la* Tarh City, the 
than attorney* for Davit aat huth Oraaaglaaa ant varifiat ta 
ha aa aaaurata rapraaantatien af tha aantanta of tha original 
taauaoat In tha filaa af tha aalt lav fin hy O* fahn Kogga* 
Bag., tha aanlor neater tharaaf, aa appear* ft* tha 

annexed affidavit af JMmal B. Slash, 

It haa keen etvleus, from the haglAnlag, that 

. 

Da rid QmngUii h«d tb« strong MtinUea if ••IX* 
pn««mUM (to lord off a p#«siblo doatb poanltr «ai 
nltigato bio own puftlfthftoxxt) «• woXX oo to »nl« pvnlikMt 
fit hit wifa and i» iiiUoi against JWitw ftooonborg* it tort ng 
from par tonal tod loilniii antagonism* It bow appoaro that* 
In Addition* bo to A* ttnbAlABOOd individual# WbOOOlifO 
eharaeter Isaacs ona vha "would ear things vara a* avah if 
thay vara hat,* an Ingrained pattern af bahaviar, fanlllar 
ta her aver tha aauraa af years. This la tha first sins, 
vhlah haa haaoaa know ta tha petitioner a, ta the leaf* 


(4 




•UftUat *ff tha tbtfutw if Davit OroMcUss 

•aft tti UMum of hi* aaotion*. That a parson if th*«* 
IkifiitarlitUi ait ba proa* to eapitulata t* hi* llfa-Xiai 
pattara off lyln«, la tlaa off * trial* «hl«h thmtwM hi* 
Wf li/a u* that off hi* wifa /"Vhoa ho adalttad ha loro* 
■ara daarlp than Mo**lf_7, la aot only iilf-«9UMtH7, 
hat lik«*is* anplalaa tha doralapoaat off hi* tala, Ml to tl 
■•tharitlaa, vhlah avaataallp aaaaahat tha Roaanbori* in tha 
aria* off tsplaeapa. Bath ku&flm, with hoc knavladf* off 
D*vl«** p r a p aa il ty to fhltaho**, ujlilM it for h«a m 

aalf-praaarvatl«a a at that off hor hasbaad. 

% ‘ 

fh* liaao narr aff thla a*» tvidaat* illwaiaat** 

Iha traa pal* pUpot hjr tha Or**a«la***« U bring tha aajaa 
hit* la taiagiaf ahoat tha aaawlatlaai off tha loaaaharfa. 






Palaahood* 

Ilphtaaathi fro- trial *tot«aont* of tha OreMcla****, 
Maly tlaaovorat *la*a tha aaaalaaioa off tha trial ant r«ry 
■aaantljr, farther axp*|aa tha ttatrvthffvlaosa of tha Sraasglaa* 
lal t**tla*agr, aorraborat;* tha iha*a«p*hla lafaraaaaa drawn 
»r a fro* tha na« tvittat* eonoor&ln* tha tcesola table, aat 
wlfly tha pro-trial ohoraatarlsatlon bf Rath OrooBtUa* aff 
mp b atabaad aa ah habitual liar, at wall a a tha aerdld adwmntai 
ah *a bf Ruth aff tha Ihlaohaad* aff har husband, tho prodnat 
hi# aawrapt aat nastablo *har*atap« Inhibit* H? 

-T - ■ , ' . 

(a) ta»oiii— thafti Tha taatlaony off Pont Oraoaglaaa 
bht Ruth (C,R* 715-18) at tha trial dalibarataly 
oaoaalad or fhltifiat tho foot that Davit was «n**tianat bp 

v - > # 

h F.B.I. *t*at, aaaaaralag tho thofft off tho avltanaa froo 
aa llanos, at tho Srooaglaao hoaa la ntmrr, 1990 , 

ff*w it appoopo fro* a pro-trial statanant af Rath 
rata* lavs to h*r attanapa, nada • Mm If, 1950 ^Exhibit • 

A 

. -'If - . 


..ft* 


•V * ' .« * 
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Mii«c«4 heretics **»* th« OrHaiUmi were questioned, and 
Iq»«w thijr w*re ittcstUtMl by the ?•),!« concern lng * ttuft 
•f vraniui fw* lot Alamos* 

* ow ^ ftetb« a^puys that DitII OvhbiUsi Aii 4 
%n flit, steal nraniun fro* Lot AUxoi, nth criminal Intent 
« evidenced by hli surreptitious disposal #f the fruits «f 
thi U*ceny # /Tit annexed affidavit of Bboard areenglasaJP 


* *he now evidence that there mo thoft of ormolu* by 
v Oreenglaat supplies the motive fa* tho Oreeaglasaet 1 

eonoeelmsnt of tho truth, at tho trial, of tholr Mving boo* 
* t*o« tioned hr tho F,B,I* concerning uranium thoft. Bid they 
hot concealed this Important information at tho trial, tholr 
testimony would have revaaled espionage activity on tholr par 
admittedly unconnected with tho Rosenborgs, and In oonfllot 
with tholr studious offorta to doplot thonsoi too as pawns In 
tho hands of tho Rosenborgs, That David Qroanglass stola 
uranltxn, evinces an additional raason on tho part of tha 
Oroanglassas to exchange tholr testimony, lapll eating tho 
Rosenberg#, for mitigation and avoldanec of penalties against 
tho*. 

On tho other hand, tho now erldense that David arson- 
glaaa stola uranium Is persuasive support for the version of 
fast s testified to by tho Rosenborgs, at tho trial* Tho 


2 / attorneys* memorandum ascribes to Ruth Qroonglass tho 

* 8hort }y before tholr aooidont tho P.B*I* asked 
• spooinon of uranium in tho house, in tho oorso 
I****} t h *T a routine investigation. One of tholr 

. to took plane In tho middlo of 

April, 1950 (C*B# 524)* Shortly before* 1 must nooosaarl ly 
have referred only to the February, 1950 Interview, alnee the 
undisputed record discloses that t&e Qraaaglaasas ware mt 
Interrogated by the F.B.I. between the February, X9fO inter- 
view and Juno Id, I950, the date of David* s arraaV 
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R«a«dwr|t t«iUfit4 thati (a) la about February, 194J, 
lath sailed /allot ta her hone to took klo adviee Waaoto, 
oho aald, 6a*l« had Idas i of stealing thli|i* fkoa tha arnri 
Jfcllas eautieuad hoar to dlssasda David ftw eoaadttlng aaah 
aa Illegal a at (C.R, 1089)1 (h) whan David appear ad agitata 

v 

la 1950, at that tlaa deaanding aonajr frea Boeenherg te flat 
tha country, tha Rosenborgs recalled this aa g ytulUa 
sours# of David’ a difficulty (C.B. 1120-21} 133*>J or (d) 
oa ilteriMitlTi acuroo of bio troublo Mat tho thoft of 

uranlua <C.R. 122 $- 28 | 1366 - 67 ). . i , 

In tho light of Ruth OrooMgloot* ImoosltUpt 
t«stl«ozqr ooMaeraing tho 1J4J lacldo&t, oonjoiaod with tho 

. ‘ . 1 V *'\ 

I* ' < 

eonoealnent of tho uranlwa theft, it vaa possible far the 

* - 

Qororiwo&t to proaoat to tho Jury tho la^roosiofi that tho 
Bononborgo, Inter #• ted portlet. Ini ooneootod thoi* Toroioj* 
of tbot mm inoldont for their m odvantago* tf tbit to * 

i * \ , 

eoolod ovldonoo, mov brotaght to light, bod booh hofovo tho 

' ‘ ■ t 

Jury, it Might wall have shifted tha halanoa of probability 
in favor of tha Rosenborgs, causing tha Jury Do glva aradai u 
to tha Rosenberg version which hat new boon substantiated* 
(b) "Haalaf Without hawleti The newly dlsOQTWr* 

' t t 

doounont, Exhibit B, roroolt tbot **xm Oreengloto tot first 
intorrogotod by tho FeB«I«* bo told 1 wy different itory 

t i 

relating ta tha Iteaeabergi flrai tha mm whleh ha teld at thi 
trial — aa different aa "Eewlet" without Rawlat. gamut 1 
reveals that Qraonglaaa " aade aura " to toll tha F.i.I. that 
it was Rosenberg who had sought to involve tho Oreenglastes 
in espionage. Bovarthdleaa, as to sene of tha noat gallant 

features of tha conspiracy, to ohlob ho later testified at 

/ ♦ '* 1 

tho trial, ho M*do no oo&Boctlon botvooft these incidents 
end tho So«oiUf|ig 
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Xfc hi* pn>trlal iUUmbIi Itbltlt S* h* atstai* 

»l KmttfM So 14 tgr * t*» 0 wt pltt* af mH, k«t X 414 
fell tall than vhara at hav Z gat it." la alaa atatai* "X 414 
Mt know ate taut 0aX4 ta aa." 

Hi taatlaangr aohearalag tte oat Jallo-Bcr. aa a 
him af idaatlfyiag aaplanaga oaarlara, ul, finally* aa a 
a aim af ldantifylng Oali, aoMtttata4 ana af tha aaat hair- 
ralalng aplaadaa ralata4 to tha jury, Tte 

VlfliMii with white Dun avaata vara toll la his trial 
tuttMigr, vadl aaka it. alaaat ineteeolvabla that* la ralat 

V 

tha faata aaacarnlag hath tha /alla-ha* and tha ldmtiflo atii 
af «al4* If thay moot at at all la aanaaatlaa with tha 
taaasjhargaa traaaglaaa aaald paaalVLy teva forgotten that thi 
•cat yiaaa af nar4* was a !«»••>« ar that tha Baaanharga 
vara aaaaaatad with hath tha arrant aaant af tha falla-has aa 

• nil and tha tea af that aota* arrange hr tha Raaaatergw* 

td^lflad gold. 

* 

fba aalaataB ta aa&naot Basanbarg with tha /alla-ha: 
lMldant ant tha 0al4 visit ta Bow Raxlaa oould mt aaMaival 
ha aaarlhat ta a iaaira to await iapllaatiai R°#teharg, aa a 
Olaia nanhav of tte fhally* haaauaa, aa Qraanglaaa atatat* 
ha hat *Wto aura* ta tall tte M.I. that Raaafebarg waa 
aaaatew lnvalvad in tha allagai aaaaptaoy. tte trial tannaa- 
tiau nata hatwoan tha variate inoldanta and tte Ratanterga 
alaaat laaaaayahly aypaara ta ha tha la tar ftMMtai af 
tnaulHi* aarlote mat in nrranltlng tha Balsa unttUai 
against tha Raaanhargs White rasnltat in t hair aanviatlans* 

takan tagathar with tha otter avUanaa anteittad an 
this naUan it vault soon want likaly that* if tte faata now 
fevailahla hat teas hafara tte Jwry, thay tnU wt hawa 
haliavai tte Oraatelasa wtarias yartalnlng ta tte Raeaatergs. 


• ao - 


•» t», 

* ■ . ,y 

, / ■> 
■*^y.y 




St &• ilintnnit tM UUlii ttit in ittt ef the 
pre-trial itatMtati >«prnwt*4 by the uttklti here, U4 
©ewid «NM|U|| lnplleats hi* sister, Sthel Rossnberf, U 
•ny «lth tbs sllsgsd eonsplrssjr ts SssBlt npUM(«» 

As ths stetsneat relates te bis wife. Rath, s*vld Oreengless 
rewsels that his ft liars te nentlen her was e deliberate 
•all ilea on bis part with tha express intention of shielding 
bar. the pre-trial statement, exhibit H, reweals that 
Gr sang lass stated, "I definitely plaeed my wlfa eat of the 
room at the tine of Gold** visit," 

The absence of Implicating natter relating to Ethel 
Resenberg Is not explained as in the esse of Rath, David's 
wl fo, a* a conscious effort on hi* part to protect a oloaa 
relative* The only infer jnoe that oaa bo drawn her* i* that 
tho Implication of Ethel Rosenberg toi «* tho same kind of 
subsequent invention as was tho criminal Implication of 
Julias Rosenberg, 

It 1* to bo noted, furthermore, that Da rid Oreco- 
H*M? pretrial testimony, plaoing hia wife, Ruth, out of 
tho rooa when Oold arrived, is contradicted by tho trial 
testimony, ah* -a she is plaeod in tho room on Cold* a rlsit 
(0,R« 699)# obviously in an off or t to avoid boforc tho jury 
tho impression that the testimony of tho (Jreenglassoa oa* 
activated by a desire to alnlmlxo tho rolo and mitigate tho 
punishment of Ruth, 


Equally significant 1* th* absence from tho pretrial state- 
Mats of David Groonglaaa of any reference to tranamioalom 
>f Information relating to tho "secret* 1 of the atom bomb 
Itsolf in a conspiracy, the heart of whiob, a* proaontod by 
ih* Government, mas tho theft and transmission of tho ^toarot 11 


n- 


•f t ho ota* hath. 


fhia oantrol inaidant vat not om wowtlonod hr lk« ; 
groongloasos in tholr pro~trlol »oh loo* | 

uontlonod in connootlon with tho Booonhcrgs# It Wight irw ! 
bo said that tho aonnoatlcn of this ollogod iouplmy with 
tho otaw Ml ltitUi wight AfTty howo toon wodg until . 
shortly hoforo tho trial in tho light of tho foot that orow 
in tho loot snporooding Iwdiotwont of Jonaory Jl# 1991# 
whoro othor onrt oots woro added# tho Soptohbor# 194| 
inaldont# pointing to tho delivery to tho ftoschbergo of 
tho eress-seetlon of tho otow boah# woo no tot Us tod to on 
evert not undor tho lndlotwont« 

(«) BjragjM«fcltt,Jto,.Xratet ffi u u«tt« u 
oil tho other now evidence tot forth heroin# tho Jury hod 
known of tho following pre-trial statements of tho gover*» 
wont's witnosa-ln~ohlef # would it ho told that tboy would 
ha wo convicted In o oapitel ooao an the testiwowy of thig 
witnoaat dt tho trial# dreongloaa toatlfiod to tho contrary 
of thoao s tenants* 

"But this X'll toll yon# l oon honoatly toy tho 
Inf or nation X garo gold nay ho not ot oil whet 

1 sold in tho stfttonant** 

and 

"X stated that X wot gold in I.K, ot BOO Blok 
Bt«# wy place* They told no that X hod told hlw 
to oewo hack lator hooaugo X didn't hove It reedy* 

X didn't rowonhor this hut X ollowod it in tho 
at* tenant*" (Inhibit I) 

It la shocking that two persons should ho oongtgnoA 
to tholr dooth upon tho tostiwewy of o Oroongless* who thus 
dlaployad auoh o wanton unconcern for tho truth* * 

<•> Tho *Bool» « tho patltlanura# at their, trial# 
ottanptod to show that tho gre«aglasjie% os tho fluid uro oufl 


I ■ 

fbr th*ii Uitlwqr laralpeting th« Rosenberg*, w— o 
prevised ty the evthorltles either lowaaity «r leal easy. 

Ais attempt hi blocked or f ragtrated hy the 8f»n|Ui>«i 
1 b their lotlil that up n*h imaimat lot Wm aegetlate 
or mm— |W. (C.B. 40f4| 73$ ff«> 'ft* now evidence, 
MUtitlM of UhlUt l f hereto ibm x*4, exposes this Oreen- 

* 4’ , - * 

glass tostlaoay to Bo totally perjurious. Exhibit X not ■ 
Only ror—la that a deal —a Mia but gata forth ia detail 
the totes of the deal, tf the HmmiImin had not lloi* 
tha Joy —old ha rv hat before It tho shoeklag evldenoe that 
o hero theBeseHberge vara' Finished by tooth, it vas flrot 
eoMselved that Blither of tha dreenglaases should ha Bra at 
at iof«adaBta| that tha OevergBsat tear— ftar retreated onl 
MBavhat by modifying the dial to —he Davit Greenglees a 
•e-defendant who Veold raceive a suspended sentence onlyy 
gad that, fl— Uy, after t»r|u 1> open Ceprt hr counsel 
far tha Roeanberge , at their arralngBent, that a t— 1 light 
ho la tha aaklag, tbo doveras eat, aa a floe-— ving device, 
oal y them laiieatei to tho troongJaiiee that David GraengUa 
Bight veil Ian to serve a oee tiao la prison, That at 1— at 
tho tool vat fulfilled aa to Rath GreeagUaa oannot he 
guestionsdf go to dreengless, tho Oevornioent*i reecaaea Na- 
tion indicates that It attempted, at least partially, h 
fulfill tea aaderaUaiiag, 

t o , 

fiBOtOeatht VpenM* foregelBg, Juatloe do— ada a 
Bov trial for tho potlttehoro and a vacation of the Judgaeat 
aMov white they are presently data laid and laprisoned. 

Twentieths Me previous application for tho within 
relief tee hooa —do to eaqr oowt or Judge thereof, oxeopt 
aa hertlBbofera got forth. 


• *1 • 


HHSRBFO^K f th a patltlonars ask tha judfaant af Xhi 
Court that an ordar bn mads and sntsrad (X) pmtlni tha 
patltlonars a naw trial) (2) vaoatluc and aattlng a aid# 
tha Judananti af oonrlatlea and santaneas tharaundar, and 
(3) for auah othar and furthar rallaf as this Court nay 

v 

daan nrapar and just In tha pranlsaa# 


BMAMUBL H. BLOCH 
Attornay for Patltlonars 


Du tods !7ev7 Tor >. # June J, 1953 


STATS OP row TOAX ) 

COWRY OP HEW TOfflC ) 38 f 

8MAHUSL H. BLOCH, baln& duly awora, dapoaaa And a Ays 
thAt h# la th# At%orn#y tor th# patltlonaraj that ba ha a 
road th# foragolng petition and know* tha aozftrota tharaoff 
that tha aana la trua to hla own knowledge, except aa ta 
tha mattara therein atatad to ba alleged on lafora* ion and 
belief, and that aa to thoaa natters ha ballaraa it to ba 
trua* 

Sworn to bafora mm this 

Sth day of Juno, 1953 # 3/ snanual „ PloalL. 

a/ Gloria Agr 

Votary Publla Sta a cf Saw York 
Comtes Ion exp Ira a War* 30, 1954 
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SEAL 


STATE OF XSW YORK ) 

1 88 

COU1TY OF HEM TORI ) 

JOSEPH PORTA 1U * being duly sworn, deposes end sayes 

I reside et 19 Lltohfleld Road* Port Washing ton. Long Isli nd* 
Hew York, I am presently employed by R. H. Xsey ft Co.* Ine # * 
(Macy’s) end here been continuously so alloyed since 1919* ' 
see the buyer of occasional furniture for Heoy’s during the 
years 19*4 and 1945. 

On March 14* 1953* there was submitted to me for observed .< 
and examination* certain photographs of a console table* depl< 

Ing serious views of the same and parts of the same. I have 
Marked each of these photographs with ay signature; there are i 
total of six photographs and X have narked then *A" to ”F" 9 
both Inclusive. 

I eake the following statement voluntarily and based upon 
what I observed from the said photographs* I an assuming tha 
the photographs* and the Barkings as shown on the console 
table* are genuine i 

(a) The table Is a type end style which was handle 
and sold by Baey f s In the furniture and occasional furnltt 
department. It is possible that Macy's handled and sold 
tha particular tabla shown In thssa photographs during th< 
years 19*4 and 19*$« 

(b) The Barkings on the table are not In sufficient 
detail for ae to stata that Maoy 9 s handled or sold this 
particular table* or this type or style of table during 
any particular year. 

(e) The table would appear to hava bean manufactured 
by the Brandt Manufacturing Company and tha Barkings *1 I 
4046-760-F4-1997* on the under side of the table would 
Indicate the following information! 

F means Mecy 9 s occasional furnitura department 

*4046* Is the pattern number assigned by Brandt Manufac- 
turing Company to this style in the year 19*0 

"760* means the Brandt Manufacturing Company Cabinet 
Works of Hagerstown* Md« 

*T4* is a symbol of a Macy saason; tt F4" was last used ai 
symbol in the fall saason of 1936 J however, «Z4* 1 
last used as a symbol In the early part of 19*4. 
view of photographs "F" and *T 99 * which are close-tips, 
show that the seasonal symbol could be read as all her 
*F4 19 or "E4". The use of ,t E4 ,, would be eons Is ten i 
with the manufacturer 9 s pattern number. 

"1997* is Macy 9 s retail selling price of $19.97. 

(d) This console table was one of the lower priced 
tables sold in Wacy 9 s furniture department sometime durln ; or 
subsequent to the year 19*4, If the symbol "E4" Is correc 

Sworn to before me thie 

16th day of. March* 1953 . Fqntefift 

Florence Andrews w 

Rotary Public* 8tate of Haw York 
We. 24-5001600 

Qualified In Kings County l 

Certificates Filed With* _ 

is 1st ;« sa: sssss sje'v. 

Commission Expires March J0 # 195* 


TWITED rTA TBT D ISTRICT COtXRT 

FOR T! T FOUTHFRW DI^TPTCt OF m YORK 


BUTTED PTAT^fl OF AMERICA, 

-a galas t- 

J0LIOF ROFFNBFPG and FTHEL ROFFNBEFO, 

Defendants* 

i 

FTATE OF N5K YORK ) 

) PF#t 

COUNTY OF NEW YORK ) 

I£ON SUMMIT, being duly sworn, deposes and sa/ei 
I reside at 77 Frenkel Boulevard, Uerrlok, L*I., 

ITew York. 

I an • newspaperman by profesaion and I an presently 
anployad by tha National Guardian, a weekly newspaper, with 
of fleas at 17 Furr ay 8 treat. Borough of Manhattan, City of 
New York* 

I was aeslgned by my nawapa par to aaka an Investiga- 
tion with respect to testimony at tha trial of tha aforesaid 
defendants concerning a certain console table, and I attempted 
to locate tha said console table* 

I had conversations with Fthel Goldberg, a sister 
of the defendant, Julius Rosenberg, and ascertained from her 
that the console table la question was located at the home 
of Fophle Rosenberg, the mother of JUllus Rosenberg, ^ residing 
at 36 Laurel Hill Terrace, In the Borough of Manhattan, 

City of Now York. 

In or about the early part of March, 1953, I visited 
the aforesaid apartment of Mrs. Sophia Rosenberg and saw In 
tha living room thereof a console table. X was accompanied 
by a photographer and caused photographs of the said console 




t«bl« to bo Mde in verious ▼loot# The photograph# of the 
sold console table ere hereto annexed end marked Exhibits 
m A m to »F" inclusive. The *eld console table was the only 
console table I see In the hone of Mrs. Sophie Rosenberg. 

Thereafter# and on cr about Kerch 20# 1953 # * 
traveled to the hone of Mrs* Evelyn Cox# 147-16 110th Road# 
Borough of Queens# who was one of the rebuttal witnesses on 
behalf of the prosecution at the trial of the above naned 
defendants. I was accompanied by Reverend H. €• Williamson# 
whose affidavit is hereto annexed and aade part of these 
■owing papers. X stayed outside In the automobile while 
R^vtrtn^ Williamson went up to Mrs. Cox*§ hone. A few moment 
later, Reverend Williamson came down end told me that Mrs. 

Cox was not at home and was not expected until a few day* 
later. March 20th was a Friday. 

On Monday, Kerch 23, 1953# Reverend Wllllaaaon and I 
accompanied by a Mr. Malloy, again traveled out to the apart- 
ment of Mrs. Cox. This tl*o X had the oonsole table in 
question in my posaession# which I had seen in Mrs. Sophia 
Rosenberg 9 a home, the photographs of which are hereto annexed 
and marked Exhibits M A* to Inclusive. I obtained poa- 
aesslon of the said console table from Mrs. fophie Rosenberg 
early that morning before X picked up Reverend Williamson 
and Mr. Halloy. I placed tho consol# table# which I received 
from Mrs. Rosenberg# in my automobile in which the three of 

m traveled to the home of Mrs. Cox. 

When we arrived at her house# I remained in the 
automobile# while Reverend Williamson and Mr. Malloy took 
the console table and the aforesaid photographs out of the 
Qif iqA brought the same up to the home of Mrs. Cox for 
purposes of Identification and verification. Reverend 
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Williamson tod K r. Kslloy spent about tvo hours In the hone 
of Krs. Cox and than rettxrnod, 

Aevarond Williamson, upon hisretu rn, told ns that 
Krs# Cox had rosognlsed the aonsola tahla and stated that it 
lookod Ilka the aonsola tahla that ana formerly la tha hone 
of Xullua and Ethel Aosonberg at 10 Kohroe street, In tha 
Borough of Ibnhattan, City of Wew York. Ae also said krs. 

Cox idantlflad tha photographs as aeourata photographs af 

no 

tha aonsola table# A aver and Wllilaaaon also told/that Kps# 
Cox stated that "This tahla looks Ilka tha ona that waa in 
thalv jJfosanhargg7 hausa hut I will not suhnlt an affidavit 
that this tahla Is tha axaat table#”ln accordance with tha 
phraseology of an affidavit that Aeverend Williamson and I 
had in our possession on that data for signing hy Krs# Cox# 
Reverend Wlllianson also told no that Krs# Cox sold that we 
eeuld return tha fallowing night with an affidavit that tha 
aanaala tahla exhibited ta her "closely resenhled" tha 
aonsola tahla In tha Aosenberg bona# 

Tha fallowing night, nanely, Kerch 24, 1953# Aavara 
Wlllianson and I returned to Krs# Cox's hone# This tine X 
ontorod the hone with Aoverond Wlllianson# I had with at a 
corroatod affidavit to conform to tha phraseology dasnndad 
by Krs# Cox* I aloe brought with no tha photographs. 

Exhibits "A" to "F" inclusivo, annoxod haroto# Wa saw Era# 
Cox# In tho a our at of tha dlseusslon Krs. Cox nado state- 
nants, the exact varhlaga af which is hereto sat forth in 
Exhibit I attached to this affidavit# 

on tha following afternoon, Marsh 25# 1953# Beverond 
Will la no on* and I again visited Krs. Cox's hons# Krs# Cox 
was not presont hut wo apoke to hor daughter. Ski# John J# 


Cnpello, She «|4« ••TUI ft lUtmati «blih art 8 «t forth 
h«r«lA in Mxhlblt II, hereto attached to this affidavit, 
which represent tho lubiUaet of her theughts ot that meeting 
On her oh 27# 1953, Reverend Williamson and I again 
returned to Mrs* Cox* a hows and again Mrs* Cox woo net 
at hoa« t Hor son-in-law, Mr. Capello, stated at that mooting 
•Mjr mother-in-law itjri It looks llk« tho oaaa UbX# but how 
door $ho know it f s really tho same one** 

On March 28, 1953# Reverend Williamson and I again 
raturnod to Mr*. Cox* a hoao and did ooa Mi, Cox* Mrs. Cox 
restated substantially what aha had told no on March 24, 1953 , 
On this last occasion, a* on previous oooaslons, whan aha 
discussed tho oonaolo table with Reverend Will laa son and 
Myself, aha sold in substance that she was sick and tired 
of this ease and did not desire to become Involved again* 

The above facta represent the upshot of our transac- 
tions and conversations with Mrs • Cox concerning the oonaolo 
table* 

From tho tine that I obtained possession of tho 
console Ublo fron Mrs. Sophie Rosenberg on Mar eh 23# 1953, 
and up to and including the present, I have had the console 
table in my sole possession and have always had tha same undei 
lock and key, and access to the said ttble was had solely 
by no* Indeed, I had a special lock made to Insure that 
the raid console table would not be stolen or ttnpored with 
In any way by any person* The only exception was st a rally 
held at Randall* s Island j^ r few weeks ago on a Sunday, when 
the raid table was exhibited to the general public who wore 
In attendance or members cf the audience at that meeting, but 
I war always present and had tho console tabic under my super- 
vision and control* 

Firorn to befor* m this Laoa 0. Sumlt 

2nd day of June, 1953 # . 

Gloria A grin 

Votary Public, State of I.T* 

Comm* Sxp. Mar* 30, 1954 



I 


•X look#d th# UU« over and it'# %>»#••■• •■• 
tbm plotur##. It look* Ilk# th# table th# 
Ro*#nb#rg* ted In th#ir #p»rt##nt. only th#lr 
tahl# n> n#w and thin on# 1# used." 


"X won't il(n on affidavit. hot X'll #w#ar l# «r 
oonrt la th# land that thla look* Uko th# takla 
tho Bo##nh«rg# ted In th#lr apawtaant." 


"ITohodr would aw#** thl# ni th* »«T »«• tahl* 
without telng th#ro th# whol# tin#. But I know 
thl* look# Ilk# th# #aa# tahl# and I would swoaw 
to that In court." 


"X re«ognia#d that Uhl#. It look#d Joat Uk# th# 
Ro##nh#rg Uhl#. X can #w#aw to that. But X 
oan't *w«ar It'# #xaotljr th# saa# tahl# — only 
that It look# Ilk# th# #aa# Uhl#." 


•X re«ognte# th# tahl# flroa th### plotur##. Th# 
plotur## look Ilk# th# Uhl# th# Ro*#nh«rg* had." 




Icu flUMllt* *»« tajrt it looks Ilk# th# same table, but 

tow can sh# swear it Xg th# tarn# table." 

"From the day those F.B.T. men brought Varna 
ham# from the trial until th# day you cam# 
h#r# with the table, Varna never said on# wori 
about th# Hosenbarct or what went on at-th# 
trial or what sh# t#stlfl#d or anything #ls# 
about th# trial." 


UNITED STATE? DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE SOUTHHIK DISTRICT OF WW TORE 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 

-agalnst- 

JULIDT ROSFKBERO and ETHEL ROSENBERG, 

Defendants* 


STATE OF NEW YORK ) 

) 8 «.» 

COUNTY OF HEW YORK ) 

REVEREND H* F* WILLIA WOW, bel ng duly sworn, deposes 

and says i 

I reside at 467 West 164th Street, in th# Borough 
of Manhattan, Hew York City, and am an ordained minister 
In the Constitution Church* 

T hare raad the affidavit of Leon Summit verified 
this day, hereto annexed, and aver that all the stateneata 
and averments therein contained concerning meetings and 
transactions with tors. Evelyn Cox, at which I participated 
and had knowledge, are true and accurate* I elso aver that 
the conversations that I h* d with thro. Cox at her home on 
March 23, 1953 were as related In Mr* Summits affidavit in 
which ho sets forth my relation of ay conversation with lira* 
Cox thet day* 


Sworn to before ne this 

2nd day of June, 1953* H, S* Williamson 

Gloria Agrln 

notary Public, State of fl.Y. 

Comm* Exp* Mar* 30, 1954 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT CCBRT 

FOR THE fOUTHERM DISTRICT OF B» TORI 

UN IT E D STATES OF AMERICA, 

-agalnst- 

JULIDS ROFEWBERO ajld ITHSL ROSENBERG# 

DifiMintii 


STATE OF MEW TORI 
COUNTY OF MEW TORI 


Sf.l 


JULIUS ROSEMBERO and BTHSL ROSENBERG, being duly 

A ad severally sworn, depose and say* 

Wa are tha petitioners in this action and tha 

dafandantft in tha cast of tha Staton v* ftSIIAbfUa 

at al » 

Wa reassert hara all of our teetlnon* f Iron at our 
trial hr aaah of ua#ralatins to tha oonaola tahlo with tho 
| aauo foroo and offset at though horo aat forth in full. 

Wo haw# boon shown pictures of a console tahlo 
narked Exhibits A - F, annexed hereto* These pictures are 
fair and accurate representations of a console tahlo which 
wo had in our hone at 10 Monroe Street, Mow York Cltr# fron 
either lata in 1944 or eerlr in 1945 to the tine of our 
respective arrests* This was tho onlr console table Whleh wa 
had In our hone during that period* It was placed in tho 
living roon of our apartnent and was used for decorative and . 

eating purposes* 


1 


In rt«t Motor 1990* (ton It btotn ipporoat 
bint tha bail ihlib ana flitl for aaah of tu va ao high 
tbot it aoul4 not bo ralood, and tha obargoa agelnat na 
vonld Uroln protraatad litigation, wo dooldad to plaid aj 
m aaid apartnant and to dlapoao of all tha furnltara and 
bolonglnga tbaroin. Vo a grand with tha fanlly of JUllua 
loaonbarg that thay woro to diapoaa of our hoot ahold and 
poraonal offoota aa thay aaw fit and that thay woro to 
•rrongo *11 tho noooaaory dotalla. In about tho alddlo of 
Oe tabor 1990# *o war* told by Vrs. Sophia Hoaonbarg, upon 
wlaita to ua at aur roapaatlwo houaaa of datontlon, that tl 
furnlturo and fur ni thing a of our apartnant, oxeapt for 
elathing bolonging to euraoVraa and our ohildran, had boon 
gotton rid of for "Junk," 


(worn to boforo aa thl* 


third day of JUna 1993* 

, I 

£c x*, 0 / 

i 


du h in 


JULIOS KOSKMBER0 


T/j e 


ETHEL BO6EWBRR0 


• 2 - 


i 


4 


WI m START DISTRICT COW 

FOR THE SOOTHFRB DISTRICT OF MW YOU 

WHITED FTATR9 or America, 

JULUm RORRHBERO and ETHEL ROFBHBKRQ, 

* 

Defendants. 



STATE or HER TOU 
CO0HTY or HEW YORK 


| 86 . 


uTti 


citr. 


DAVID R08KHBRRG, being duly sworn, doposos and 


Z raalda In tha Borough of Manhattan, Wav York 


I an tha brothar of Jhllus Hotanbarg, ona of tha 
patltlonara haraln. 

T visited ny brother's hona at 10 Honroa street. 
Borough of Manhattan, Citr • t Haw York, an nan y occasion a 
during tha parlod vhan ny brothar and hi a vlfa, Ethel, Hve4 
thara, frou about 1942 to tha tine of thalr respective 
arraats In Jhly and August, 1950. 

Z renember that froa so am tins in tha lattar part 
of 1944 or In 194$, thara was a consols table In ny brother 1 
hone. This was tha only consols table Z over sav there. 
Fair and accurate representations of this console table, 
consisting of photographs of tha sane, are hereto annexed 
and narked Exhibits A - r, Indus Ira. 



t 


At all of the timer I rlaltod nybrother’e home, 

I MW this eenaolc table la tho 11 win* room thereof. I •*» 
it utd tor decorative tad eating purpocea. dftar tho 
utmIi of ay hr other int alater-ln-law, Bthel, their hoao 
»t tho raao Monroe street i«r*» wae unoccupied. Tho 
children of ay brother on* elater-ln-law woro In o public 
Institution, and no ether per ton or peraone took op residence 
la tho Monroe Ftreet apartment. Tho oportnoot hopt 
looked) tho only portoa In poiimlM of * h*f 
oportaoot m my mother, Sophie Rosenberg. 

Upon infer nation and belief, rant for tho a* Id 
oportaont oontlBBOd to ho peld, oftor tholr arrests, by 
Emanuel if. Bloch, Rsq., tho attorno r for my brothar and 
aliter-ln-law. Tho source of my laforaotloh and tho pround^ 
pf u hollof aro ooawaroatlone I had with my brother and 

elster-ln-law, and with Mr. Blooh. 

Plnplly, la October 19$0» when It bocaao apparent 
that tho ball fined In tho case of ay brother and slster-ln- 
law could not bo reload, and tho ohargoa agalnat then wouldj 
lawolwo protracted litigation. It waa dotoralnod by ay 
brother and eleter-la-law to yield up tho oportaont and to 
dispose of all the furniture and belenglnga therein* 

IB or about tho nlddle of October 1950, Z not 
Ur. Blooh at tho oold Monroe Btreet oportaont. Mr nether 
had loaned tho key to no for that morning. 1 little later 
that morning ay aether arrived at the apartment. Tho 
furnlehlnga ond furniture In the aald apartaent ware obeap^ 
worn-out, and. In ay ootlaatloa and tho oatlaatlon of the 
other aoabora of ay really, of no walue wheteoewer* 1 
recall coring to Mr. Bloch on that oocaalon that I would 
oauao tho entire honoo and lta ooatonta to bo oold for IJuaJj." 


- a - 


/ 


I 


Uti? tint RVBiaii I had a dltauaslon with ay 
•*thar and ay two ii»t«ri| Bthal Ooldbarg and Lam Cohan 
■3T alatar Lana* a boat, H all agraad that tha woaanfolk 
af tha faadLly would taka emra of tha hetual data 11a in 
gatting rid af tha houaahald balonglngs* 

I hoot a waak lata? X waa inforaod hy ay nathav ant 
alatara that thay had «a diapoaad of all af tha said balong- 
lag* la tho Mid Boar** Ftroot oportaont, oxoopt *oa* of th« 
tlothlac bolonclng to ny to«th«r, slitor-ln-law and tholr 
ohlldran. m« Z mi *o infora ed by ay nther oad alitor*. 
Z ooaaaalootod with Br, llooh oad told hla tl»t ovory thiag 
hod boon token tor* of os wo hod plannod. 

Boa* tla* la Amo 1951# tho ohlldroa of ay brothor 
and *l*tor-la-iow wort token oat of tho institution oad o 
hoa* wo* aado for thoa by tho aoabora of ay foully ot 
3d laarol Bill Bonfaottaa, Bow York City. By nothor 

laaaad a four-row m apartMnt in that hnildlng and tha 
ahlldrwn navad in with har# l fa w days aft** this apartawnt 
n» aat up X wialtad tha tana and notiwad tha tana aonaola 
tahla which had fornarly ha an in tha living room af ny ^ 
hrathar and aiatar-ln*law whan thay raaldad at lonroa Btreat 
X than laarnad that ay nathar and alatara had not 
diapoaad of all of tha furnittora af tha Vonroa Straat 

t 

apartnant but had ratainad in thalr pa saaaalon a faw 
artialaa i ao m pot a and pana* hy ny alatar Lanai two af 
tha ahlldran 9 a ahaata of drawers, a hloyala and athar toya, 
and tha afwrasald aonaola tabla hy ny alatar Bthal* who 
inforntd m that aha had starad thaaa thing# in tha baaaaant 
af her hona during tha lntervwnlng period fron Oatobar 1950 
to Jhna 1951* 





Vhanavar I Tlsltil ny noth** * a homm at La oral Hill 
Tarraoa, 2 not lead tlia said consuls tabls, axospt that tha 
iaaa vat taken out af tha aald hoaa raosntly as appears 
from tha affidavit of Loon Sunalt* hereto annexed* 


Sworn to before m this 
first day of Jfana, 1953* 

GrLoAt'tt 


DATXD B0M8BKR0 


Pub Ac ofrHi* Smrir 



TOUTED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOB THE BOOTHS®* DISTRICT OF XBW TCfUC 


TOUTED STATES OF AMERICA, 

-ege last* 

JULUJF P OP EMBER 0 and ETHEL ROSEEBEIO* 

Defendants. 

STATE OF HE* TORE > 

1 SS#» 

COTJHTT OF HSW TORE ) 

ETHEL GOLDBERG, being dul; y ivorn f deposes and sa yi 
X reside at 5347 - 65th Place* Borough Of Queens* 
Hew York City. 

X an tha sit tar ef Julius Rosenberg* ana of tha 
patltlonars harain. 

X visited ay brother's hoaa at 10 Monroa £ treat* 
Borough of Manhattan* City *f Haw York* on Many oaaasiona 
during tha pariod whan uy brother and his wife* Ethel* lived 
there, froa about 19*2 to tha tins of their respective 
arrests in Jhly and August 1950* 

X renenber that froa sons tint in tha latter part 
of 1944 or in 1945* there was a console table in ay brother* 
hoaa. This was tha only console table X aver saw there. 

Fair and aeeurate representations of this oonsole table* 
consisting of photographs of tha saaa* are hereto annexed 
and narked Exhibits A - F* inclusive. 

At all af tha tines X visited ay brother *s hoaa* 

I saw this console table in tha living rooa there ef. X saw 


It used for deeoratlve and sating purposes* Attar tho 
imiti of ny brother and sister-in-law, Rtbel, thalr boat 
at the mm Vaareo Street address waa unoccupied. Tba 
children of my brother and alster-ln-lav wara in a publie 
Uftltutloti and no at bar parson or parsons took np rasldenaa 
in tha Vonroa Street apartment* Tha apartnant np kapt 
leefeedj tha only parson In possatslon of a key to tha 
apartnant ns my nether, Sophia Rosenberg* 

Open infor nation and belief, rant for tho as id 
apartnant continued to ha paid, after thalr arrests, by 
Snanuel V* Bleak, Bsu*, tha attorney for my hr other and 
sister-in-law* Tha aanraa of nr information and tho around a 
a t my belief are eenvereatiana I had with ny brother and 
slater-in-law, and with Xr« Bloch* 

finally, in Ootobar 1950# whan it bees me apparent 
that the ball fined in tha ease of ay brother and slster-ln- 
lav aanld not bo raised, and tho ohargoa against than would 
involve protraatad Utlgatlaa, it was detsralmtd by ny brother 
ini sister-in-law to ylold np tho apartnant and to disposa 
if all tha furniture and belongings therein* 

Xh or obout tho adddlo of Ootobar 1950# our family 

C ot at tho homo of ny slater, Iona Cohan* My mother, ay 
rather, David Rosenberg, and ny slater tana ware present 
Mtidoa nysolf* X waa Inform ad by ny brother David that 
tarller that day ho had net with Mr. Bloeh at tha apartnant 
U 10 Vonroa $ treat formerly ooeupled by nr brother Jhllue 
Ind his wife, Bthel* After a dissuasion no all agreod to 
alaposo of tha furniture and furnishings in tha hone of ny 
brother Jtallu* and hla wife, and, since ny brother David was 


preoccupied 1 a hit WalMn t «• thru wenen of the ft All/ 
•(rood to toko care of tho details of the Mid dlspoial* 

A few d •/• Ut«r # acooapanled by a/ Mother, I wont 
to tho told apartnent at 10 Monroe rtreet and X helped path 
tOAo of tho ItoAt there* X tpoolfleall/ reserved, to ho hop 
b/ ao for storage, carta la ltoaa of furniture which X narked 
consisting of two children's ohoatt of drawers, a blo/olo an 
•o ao other children* « toy* and tho aforotald oontolo table* 

«y kothor caused those ltoaa to bo shipped to ao 
at a/ hoao* Upon their delivery there, I caused then to bo 
stored 1 a ay basenent, and thoy ware kept under lock and key 
In a section thereof et all tlnas until about tho ulddlo of 
Jfcno 1951 * 

On this latter date, I caused the console table, 
the two children 9 s chests of drawers, the bicycle and the 
other toys to bo delivered to tho hone of ny not her, which 
•he had set up at 36 Laurel Hill Terreee, Borough of 
Manhattan, Haw York City, for horsolf and the children of 
ny brother Julius and hla wife* Tho ohlldren had baon 
placed In e public shelter hoae after the arrests of a/ 
brother Julius and his wife, and thoy ware taken out of the 
said shelter hone and a hone cede for then by our fanlly with 
mr Bother, as aforesaid. 

X was at ny Mother’s hoao when tho said console 
table and other Itons af ores tat ad ware delivered there, and 
I helped unpack then* The console table has always bean in 
Ay nother* s hone since the sold June 19J1 until recently, 
ae appears fren the affidavit of Leon Bunait, hereto annexed* 
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X retail tailing my brother Da rid that the «oaca 
•f the family had disposed of the offsets In uy brother 
Jhllms's home about a week or so after all of ms had met in 
or abomt the middle of Oetober 1950# hero and shore referred 

Sworn to before me this 

first day of Jtane 1953* r BTA g L C 

<rLot-<* ftjfi-'tfij BTHKL OOLDBEHd 

'%&***, Jhze* x. 
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arruti ef my aon and daughter-in-law, Kthal, th«lr horn* 
at tha «im Mow roe 8trnt address was unoccupied. The 
children of Rjr too and daughter-ln-lav war# la a public 
institution, and ao other port on or persons took op resldtnee 
la tba Monro# Street apartment# The a par tat at waa k#pt 
locked) X i»i tba only paraoa la possession of a key to tha 

9 

said apartment# 

Upon Information and belief, rant for tha salt 
apartment continued to be paid, aftar thalr arrests, by 
Smanuel H. Bloch, Bsq#, tha attornay far ay aoa and daughter- 
in-law# tha s cure a of ay Information and tha grounds of 
ay ballaf ara conversations X had with my son and daughter- 
In-law, and with Mr. Bloch. 

% m 

Finally, la Ootobar 1950, whoa It baaama apparant 
that tha ball fixed in tha easa of ay son and daughter-ln-lav 
aould aat be raised, and tha ehargae against than would 
Involve protraotad litigation. It was determined by ay son 
and daughter-in-law to ylald up tha apartment and to dlaposa 
of all tha furniture and belongings therein. 

In or about the alddle of October, 1950, X mat Mr# 
Bloch at tha said Monroe Street apartment# My son David was 
present# The furnishings and furniture in the said apart- 
ment ware cheap, worn-out, and. In my astlmatlon and tha 
estimation of tha other members of my family, of no value 
whatsoever# X recall my sen David saying to Mr# Bloch on 
that occasion thet tha entire house and its contents will be 
sold for "Junk*# 

Later that morning, I had a discussion with ay twa 
daughters, Bthel Ooldberg and Lana Cohen and my son David, 
at the hone of my daughter, Lena, with whom I was living at 
tha tine. Fa all agreed that tha womenfolk af tha fhmlly 


would take nrt of the i«t«l AtUlli la getting rid tf the 


household Mtn|lB|i t 

Within a few day* after this decision m$ node, ny 
daughters and T packed tha belongings la tha aald Hoarse 
Street apartment for disposal* I personally dlapaaad of all 
of tha belongings lh tha aald house at «oaa Market Street 
Junkstore for tha aua af except that tha following 

Itaas war a not aoldt Carta in Itana of clothing of my ton 
Julius and hla wlfa 8 that, and aorta In Itana of furniture 
whlah ny daughters retained. Hy daughter tana ratalnad torn 
pot a and pana and ny daughter Kthal had delivered to har 
hoaa a child's hleyela and tens other toys, two children's 
wheat of drawer* and tha aforaaald com ole table* Upon 
lnfornatlon and belief, ay daughter Kthal kept these itena In 
her baaenent* The ground a of ay lnfornatlon and the aoureea 
of ay bollof are conversations I had with ny daughter kthal* 

About a weak later whan all of tha affects of tha 
aald apartaeat had bean disposed of, aa aforaaald, I told ny 
eon David that everything had bean taken ears of aa we had 
dlaeusaed« 

Within a short tine thereafter, I slotted ny eon 
JUlius and ny daughter-in-law Kthal, et their then respective 
plaees of conflaenent, hanely, tha West Street Detention 
House and tha Women's Detention House, respectively* I told 
ny sen Julius and ny daughter-in-law Kthal, at that tine 
that everything In tha house had bean fatten rid of far Junk* 

Prior te end sonatina In Juno, X$fi s my children 
and T felt th*t the ehlldren af Julius and Sthel whs ware in 
a public shelter hone at tha tine, should be given a real 
hone* t ranted a four roon apartment at 3& laurel Hill 
Terrace, in tha Borough of Manhattan, City af Wow York, and 


> 


Htteiaiso 



TOTTED STATE* DISTRICT COURT 

TOR THE BOCTHKRI DISTRICT OT DOT TOM 


TOTTKD STATES Of AMERICA, 


JULIUS B06RVBXR0 and ETHEL ftOSKMBSR*, 

Defendants* 


STATS OF TOR TURK 
COTOTT OF TOR YORK 


88*9 


SOPHIE R08RJVBKR0, being dul y tvorOf deposes sod 


ttyit 


I aa aikiBf this affidavit ta olarify and supple- 
ment tha affidavit I have heretofore am da on tha 2nd day 
of June, 1953* 

I hava heard raad tha suppleaantal affidavit af 
ay daughtar, Ethal Ooldbarg, and aver that tha eontente 
thereof are trua ta ay awn knowledge aad tha avaraaata 
therein coatalnad ara re-lterated harala with tha aaaa fares 
aad affaat as though fully sat forth* 

Whan Z dlsposad af tha effaats of tho household 
furnltura and furnishings af *r son, Julius and his wife, 
Ethel, 1 oca tod in 1950 and tharetofora at 10 Honroa Street, 
in tha Borough af Manhattan, City of Ida York, X sold than 
for tha prloe nantloaad In ay ns In affidavit , of $5*00 to 
a second-hand furnltura stora looatad around Pika ar Markat 
Straats, In tha Borough of Manhattan, City of Maw York* X 
ragardad this atora as a stora that purahasas *Junk*, and 
in fact thara vara certain artlolaa af furnltura. Ilk# a 
doubla had belonging ta ay said son, Julius, aad his wife. 




Vthol* that ho did not owon wont to Ukt for any |rl««« 

X 414 not toll Mr* Blooh or on ybody oloo tho nano of tho 
Junk doolor to whoa X hod told tho furnlturo or anything 
•hoot it* 

X oonnot rood olthor Inflith or Ylddlth f or ojqt 
othor language* ond X did not rood inr newspapers olthor 
prior to or dor Inf tho trlol of or too Jhllut* ond hit vlfe* 
Sthol# ffcnoo, X not oooplotolr nnoooro thot thoro ott onr 


tottlnonr oonoornlnf o Oonsolo toblo thot ott introduced 
into tho trlol of nr told ton# Jhliut ond or doughtor-in-lov* 
Vthel* tor did X ooeortoln during this porlod from or 
ton* Julius* or hit vlfe* Vthel* thot thoro voo onr oridoaoo 
ot tho trlol oonoornlnf o tontolo toblo* or onr othor toblo* 

nor voo X Inf or nod br onr othor porton or neont thot onr ouch 

' , 

evidonoe of tho oonsolo toblo boooao on Ittoo ot tho trlol* 
When X visited thon durinf tho trial* vo did not talk about 
anything but portonol nottort ond vo htddlptdiicusfed evident* 
ot tho trlol ot oil* Mr ton* Julius* and his wife* Ethel* 
kopt roast nr Inf no thot they voro innoo^ot and triad to toll 
no not to worry about thon* 


Sworn to boforo no thio 
Jth dor *f Xuno* 1953* 


Sophia Rosenberg 


Gloria Afrln 

Votary Public, ftoto of V.Y* 
Conn* Exp* lor* 30* 1954 


or to vijto mm oxeracv eon* 
Mi to eooum oxaniof o» isv to ex 


VEX TED MATO OF UKRXtk, 


• *•. 9.13M45 

nun aomeao n4 Btaa vmnw* 

f ' V , •> 

.*> ' * • r 

evict of twYoat } . 
eoetTY of m tone ) sat 

ttUfW t* 1L0CH* ^li| Aaly iw n t dapaaaa ant saytt 
‘ X M %a tilmn Ihllna ia4 Xthal ltaaanfea**, thn 
auuMin unta, 

f‘ / ; . "■ * '# __ * ' ’ 

On May M?Jf X HttM4 a rt«ry la th* l«v lirk 
tlwi |«aimtB| )k«t«ttoti it Mrkoln teianti yurportai U 
M y ti’ lyiri kutamti it Em (huiImhi ( X Mawltitil 
«itk O.ftta tied. Aon offiM M lmttt ta thi iim bull* 

lif U fUk X it«6|rt ay offtooe, Oyon ay Nquirt, x Mt 

vilh 0. f«ta ii eg* nt Ui partetr, brtirt HkrtUBt, at tta 
Irttfn* itflw< X.Jtal ta ay ytotostati © t thi 

4*omwb%« etaatao yaa^Wlfl »t%t*aw»t* it the Iwnlxm , 

Mytil it ala in laanl kmti ta nitoi bhlklti o ta 

• ' ^ 

I Hlkiib X III milYil In anw Nl fivtl In Inhibits 

' ./ ? . . * * 

ta tit hmti auwta^ . 

t UkN MV i«(d Otaktav tha ftotnnti la ay you*** 
if*** uiiitW rapfaAaatian* *f doaunsat* in hit tffiaa 
l|p mptivl th# fbataatats in *y potstaaloa with tha 
f in 111 fill nl i UM that Ik* «*14 photostat* warn 

♦upata npioinUiw «f Ik* loenn&i* In bin fiia# Vh* 

x -v ■ , •• . 

tan*# *f firlktr loiTimllwi had at nil loifartm ana 
la ixhlUli At U ana ill,* 



|ii1hh»iii>1j mi w Am k-t Wft* 1 > photo* 

•%*% of <hi«ll Wtlblt lilt tin oopy, »*|ltt*r*4 Mill 
trm tho Ball anal SomKIm to Seouro hrtUt In tho Booonbon 
Ottso* thin Is ffiMB to oopoololly 1® totptylt| 

tlw photootot of whleh Bohlbl* I io o two oopy nit® tho 
photo* tot* whloh X hod in «y poooooolon. of whloh Mshlblto 
0 on* I oro two **pl*0 on* bhloh Mr. Soggo authontloatod, 
that tho photostat of Bihihit I is * two reproduction of 
L original document In tho filos la Mr. BeggO's offloa. 

Quest loo* aroso hetwoon Mr. Aegge and myself concern- 
lag tho propriety of using Exhibits tt and B In agy Court pro- 
o oo dlng sad attention Is dlrootod to tlo sanation resolved 
by tho affiant fro* tho Professional Bkfalee Ooaalttoo of ths 
Bar Af see lotion of tho otty of Bon Yolk that it nos othleal 
for ths affiant to us* tho sdd document*. (*** Bxhlblt# 

111 and lr). X awaited the ruling of tho sold Professional 
Bthlss Conaltteo before X founded any application on tho 

basis of Exhibits 0 and B. 

Buying the period fro* tho afroot of tho Rosenborgs 
to oo*e 1 1*» of tor tho oond uolon of tho trial of t ho Beson- 
borgs, X had no oemmwnlostlor, oontaot or rolMtonshlp with 
tho sMOhore of tho Roeenbcrg family# nsmsly, Bophla Bosonborg, 
Datld Boeonborg* Bthol Ooldborg and Iona Cohan, axeept that 
on on# oooaoion In tho nlddl* of October, 1950, X not with 
Darid Boeenberg and gephle Rosenberg st 10 Monroe dtrestf 
Borough of Manhattan, City of lew Xbrh, the he*e f oraerly | 
n o Intel nod by tho Boeonborgo prior to tbolr arrest, for t hs 
purpee* ef sensidering ths disposition ef the household af- 
fests of the Boeenbergs and the yielding up of poseesaien of 
gold apartment to the landlord. 

The first lntlm* Ion X had that any console table 
would play a pert In the trial of tho tooenbergs o**a in tho 
testimony of David groanglaao. As appear* fro* the affidavit 


wrnmm* 


if pttid Imabifi hint! immsiIi X vu |im ti todifiteol 
tad «u udir ttii laprsssloa Ikal lla iiid t abla had bna Ilf 
posad if am *Junk" tagathar with tha watlatog houasbold if- 
fasts and furnishing* af %hs Roeanborga fomsrly lass tad at 
10 tarn 8tmt| lifou^ af tah«lt«i City of law Xirki 
Ry lap ra a si on that tha tabla bad boon dlg>osad af as *Junk* 
was that It had boon disposal af ta son* It Ins rant Junk 
daalar and tha possibility of traolng tha tabla apptartd ta 
no to ba axtrsasly rsnsts# Had thara haaa srallabla to ns 
sof ft slant flnaness, It nay bars boon posslbla for as ta 
taka a rsaota shanss af attainting ta loaata avsn an Itlnsr- 
sat Jank daalar, da sppaars from tha fllas of this Court, 
tha patltloaars vara prior to and at t ha t las of thalr trial, 
paupars* it that tint 1 had ratairad a ms agar faa whlah X 
raraalad to tha Trial Court upon an g>?liaation for tha pat* 
itlonars to proaoad la forma pauparis# 

X% vm not until Kay 31, 1953 that X pro aurod an af* 
fldarlt from Barnard draanglaaa ahovlag that David drsanglaaoj 
his brothar, had admlttsd ta him that ha had s tolan uranium 
from Los llanos* X vis uaabls to gat suah an affidavit 
prior th era ta for tha raason that Barnard Ora anglais had 
prsvlous to tha tins ha signal th# affidavit, bson rslastant 
toraduoo his oral at stems at to tha asms sffast, ta a a warn 
wrlttan statsmant* 


$ day of JU ns, 1953* 

<0 Mm /£*+**€* J* »irY 


r Af4l/VSt n 


ta bsfora ma this 
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tL^ssraisJErs: Kns*«srfSS a sr« 1. 

liltf NMNl (MNflW t# <0 t0Md*l|« « «ttt #W HUIlt • 
mimiL tit **i than ala* ilrliH grn that *• hai a*t »*1 «nI 
ttr triiiaaU «r m»1h #f th* f«r*|*ln« Maamat* fair pntlim* 


th* wig lfial* » Malta « th* f*r*|ai*c «**n*nt* r*» j»biio*» 
ilw to *th*r«l*a t* ibjwm aot «*na**t*« tlih «w fin# ant# 
it MttNi N«*Mf know# *«M*At*« f « aya**r*4 *f iBjr rath 
Mm* *» «*•« • •••. 

Xh th* iirnatUMti It la {lain# wi a# hay* li tall jr*a. that 
th* In a wto i phataatata w «U«I wr* pnhiiahai aa motion*! 
an! hat* eaat latf tow M*a***laa# mat of Mtasaltr hat* haw 
atal*» ma aw film. fa at thi* tin* hat* m tam *a** *f Aa 


pwpataatol w ■» r*i;*MlU« f*» any tmh ttoft. Vbwatw 
th* mMlnllv fw iM i«*r*p*rlnpain*nt *f th* awwltjr 
of a livm'i aonfiMntlal filaa aar lia# ahl b***r#r inaoowit 
aar h* th* niHirr la «hl*h r* a *ht*lm« phatoaUtlc *ool«* *f 
th* notarial* **ati*n*4 t at f**l ecrtain that# hating tow ad- 
na *4 that that* notarial* hat* Man otalw fran *w filaa# yw 






*^} ■** ?••**•*? *• *•*»» te ua iw wiil^u or MiiM. 
ihoteatotlo or rthintM, »f in n«k ntwUli Alihw 

« EL* 0 ?* ***" ^ m#, r h wnifm mm t tint *m 
utai U n u y nth wliinii « tnln yreuptly nt tint 

rtSuT!! SSS" " “““tt*” 

2 2 , J!2 l *:»s.i7: 2? ??“»!!* 


• %w.jwu in oittf me you Mjr itftfmrd fully tho vl«M« 

• f a !f tlld#tl u t^ {b0 4^iuir ^2J4tSSL 

*• ®° J 0 ^ it this Um vftai yw liai rights la this 

*ay ttoff do it mlvi uw oUHttooi Hut m av 
hjn ttwtw. M hovifit trosd oi Burvotr your fights 

^ dfo*f Ihod iiUriilit n urs iftAfliiftt vs* 
Sil ;g*i^«r «* th«t you nix Ut a^diSST—/** 
*®at wy. and tho only ay. to 6 sly* Into tho dots 

', U 2 * r 111 Witt tin Itftm tf 

tS.1K.}{h^J13i:f "««• »•«•» wo..„ 
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tut tfcoao 
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exhibit 111 


lUy 12 , 1953 


Committee on Professional Rthlos 
Bar Association of tho City of Now York 
42 hast 44th 8treet 
Now York Cltr, Now York 

Qentlament 

I address this communication to you for o ruling os to tho 
rights, dutlos and obligations of tho flro of 0. John Rogge, 

Rsq. and Myself, both ■oabars of tho Bar of tho Stoto of Now 
York and of tho United Ftetes District Court for tho Southern 
District of How York, under tho following atato of facta. 

I represent Julius Rosenberg and Fthel Rosenberg, his wife, 
who, on March 29, 1951* were oonrloted before a Court and Jury, 
in the United States District Court for tho southern riatrlet 
f f "• w _ Y °r for conspiracy to commit espionage, and, on 
*21** 5, 1951, sentenced to death. They are presently Incar- 
cerated in the Death House at Ring Ring Prison, Ossining, 

?2* *$• Judgments of conviction ware efflraed /I95 y.2d 

.583 (C.A. 2nd. 1952), rehearing den. 195 T, 2d 609. cert den 
344 0.8. 838 (1952) , rehearing den. 344 U.S. 8®’*XhSwft2: 
an application was made to vacate and sat aside the jud gmen ts 
of conviction under 28 0.8. C. S 225J. The application waT^ 
denied. £08 F. Eupp. 79& (D.C.P.d: H.Y., 1952)T ThS SSlai 
»• omraed. ^200 F. 2d 666 (C.A. 2d/l952)JT A petltloT 
for a writ of certiorari Is now pandlng before the United States 
supreme Court. 2P®cket No. 687, Oct. Tern, 1952J7 

T ?2 f i r 7^ of .?‘ Jo i ul Ro ®*« represented ’'avid Oreenglaes end hie 
wire Ruth, the main prosecution witnesses aged nst the Rosenberga 

other witnesses who testified for the prosecu-* 
tlon.) David Oreengless, was naaad as a co-defendant, pleaded 
prior to the trial of the Rosenborgs, and was santanoed 
*2 iv y S* p * ^°P rllonm *ht after the conviction end sentencing 
of the Rosenborgs. Ruth Oreenglsss was naasd as a c 0-001* plra tor. 
b ?L’ t *V 1 *v er iP^icted or convicted of eny crime, 

although she admitted she hod engaged In espionage activities 
along with her husband. JUdga Jerome N. Frank, writing for the 

2<l ; 5 ^ 1 ) » acknowledged that without ' 
R«!enW« 0p#e 5« 1 *J 9 « s » th « conviction of tho 

A charp Issue of fact had been 
presented to the Jury, turning on the credibility of the 

5° that of th * Rosenborgs, who took 
stand in their own dtfwns#* 9 


Coanlttoc en Professional gthlce 
*•» Association if the City of Vow Tort 


12a Wi 


Raaontly, on or about April 30, 1*53, I resolved, k; Mil l*oa 
* **•»•*> attovney.two photoatotla lenuwnti whlah appeared 
to bo oopioa oft (1) • pro- trial handwritten eta tenant of 
Carlo QrooncUaat and (2) an iator-offioo aHWinlta of tha 
rira of o.Joha Rogge, concerning whioh a story ted appaarod 
in a French nowapapor on nod "Oomtet"* tha fir at of ttese dscw- 
nanta indicates substantial disoropanaias botwaan tha trial 
tsstlnoay of Oroonglata and this pro-trial statensat* Tha 
aacond ropraaants that Kre • Qreonglaas ohara star laod ter tea- 
oand ( whoa aha know slnoo childhood, as an hahltMl liar* 

Knowledge of tha sontonts of these dooaaants arldantl y oana to 

P? r,on » I® dotetrjr. As appeared 
£ th * It* IgrtllRtf (end otter Metropolitan newspapers) of 

S^53i thaae contents were Bade public* It farther appeared* 
fron the Vow Took riw«. of this data ttet 0. Pehn Rogge stated 
^ the ^eartCrtha^original doonaants ted teen •meted" 

S? 8 V J lnandlataly ra^ta^d * 

tha h r*nntnanl!.*^r ^ 5®°???* 2 f U| P™* etatonant and 

<Ba ptetoautto doeunents, which X ted booh 
analysing in tarns of their radio to ny cllonta* cause, k 

S*«?C!5 C !«rL 1 * ly h#ld •* ' r “ 8j| 1 dlacloaod ttet X ted 

Possession photoatatie docunonta os 

KJ , SS5.5J' 1 i , yf rSU"- ** 

?**•• dayi after thit conference of W&y 4tha I reoolvod a 
letter fro« Rogge 1 * fin demanding tho •rot urn* to him of tha 

*hUh X hod exhibited to him Mid demanding 
f}J**k*J ***** J ******** tttt ^ disclosure of tho content** 

$ a that aa*e day X tr a Quitted to Rogge by registered 
«all # the docouents he requested* i 

survive this transactions however* several questions re» 

la ting to Its propriety* which X pose far a rulings 

0 9 

(1) tea Rogge’s firn entitled to demand end receive 
tha said photostatio doeunents ft on net 

( 2 ) Did I violate any obligation to ny clients in 

H f?*®?’* <*anand, eenaidarlng ttet the 
contents of doeunents night be of vatae in an 
application to eat aside the conviction of wy 


Coualttee on Professional Bthles 

B*r Association of the City of Ho* fork Key X2 f 1953 


clients* or. In the m&t of t now trial* n 
evidence to lapeach the OthbiUu testimony* 

(3) An X precluded or under a tor disability from 
taking any local stays on behdf of ay clients 
based on the contents of those doounonts which 
are now, in fact* a natter of public knowledge* 

(4) lbs Rogge 1 s flm during the trial of the Rosen- 
borgs under an obligation* as offieors of the 
Court* to disclose to the authorities the contents 
of the documents in question* which tend to 
establlsh^that the Oreenglaas' trial testimony one 
false* /See Canon 22 ** the Canons of 
Professional Rthles*]y 

(5) Has Rogge's flrn* presently* the obligation to 
xu» real or the right to suppress the eontentc of 
the doeimente in question* 

I an enclosing herewith the following copies of etunmni oat Iona 
which X referred to In the body of thla letter i 

(1) Correspondence between taul Tillard* Vsq* of 
Peris* Prance and nyself* 

(2) Correspondence between the flrn of 0* John 
Rogge and nyself* 

(3) Copy of Minnas story* hay 4 * 1953# 

X haws no copy of the photestatle documents in question* olnee 
they hare been roultted* as I stated* to Rogge's flrn* 

Respectfully yours* 


RHS/yf RRAI0R1 H« BLOCK 

ee - 0* John Rogge, Rsq* 

401 Rreadeay 

lew Tork City 13* ».T* 

Bon, John C, Know 

Chief Judge of the united States District Coni 
for the southern District of Row York 
federal Building 
Poley sqeara 
lew York City* B*Y* 
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EXHIBIT lv 

Th« AttolUUa #f thj Btf 

•r tht eitar rf v«* 

42 Hit 44m Bt*M% 


ftff Ter* 


J»M t # l» 5 l 


HMimtl V. llMfc f Ii|« 
401 B*o*4ti*y 
irt« York 1)| V«T« 

tom* Hr. tloiht 


* f \.y • 


1953* 


Wo Itkaorttlii rml)l *f rwi UM« •* *7 l» 
OMiftlaM (1), (1) «* <♦>»*»*• Uiwrti gat. 


prooloto* or oJKr* our aioobjlltrf 
•top* w Muilf of row fUwli M 
tonoMti ohloh «m • Mttor of po 
Com. 15 of tb. Comm of mf«»l 

*0 to QMtlit (|)t Wl * 
»Wm tl.li .• t wttor of 
tWl 1. M i.tr.tO NTMl, «_ m 
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OJH And Z vliltid Rpi » Offinglftfli *t hti* koa* 

!'°2 k i yn * N * w l°^ k ‘ “ 4«0O i .M. *und.y,^iaf 8 i9" l l«o^ 
3h» «• la bad u aba bad juat returned fro* thi heapltal. 

V# flrat dlseursad tha oast ion of arramrinc • 
varioua r alatlras at our offlea to dlaeuas financial probfam* 

Th# ralatlvaa proposed ara as follows# »!•*•# 


1* Aba* Fait 

1039 Union 3t, # Brooklyn- jj.t* 

Tal* Starling 3-6473 
Businas# addraaat 

610 Washington 3t. •Tal* ST 3-6073 


2* fir* Fait la father-in-law of Louis Cohan 
80 Laf farts Ava. 

Tal* Jaeob Coban At Son 
BUcknlnster 3» 7103 


3# Homan flroim (Friend of th« fan ily) 
7981 Louis St* 

Tal* OH 4*3609 

4* B< ma. r erkel (a cousin) 

2124 .w»at 26 th st. 

Tal* Oh 2-0312 


5» Qraanglass 

1384 Carroll St* Talaphonat 

6* Hose Stain (Friend) 


7 * Stella Sllveman (Friend) 

Ther “ w "* «* b *®<V«ntly present durln e the eonfareneat leer 
-#lt, .. raanglaae, Bernard Qreenfclasa. end ioula ””u 1 

. rs. Oreanglasa die* seed her vlalt to New Neal® . She v.. 

Staff lliTt h^N** Ch * 9 ^* Th *' »55 SU married 

in IV42* Sba feels that New Mexico la a vary bad place to tn* 

«d*tSis c ?hf? 1 #lt ?" #n * t lA not nk * ox*. 

end then the big alee :, beciu je uf aiti-serriitlam and becausd t e 

f * lt blt •* aboi^t the wives of the 01*e tsldjw 
Jo s there. he woe employed in Albuquerque by the OBA and tem» 
orsrl'.y by the Soil Conaer-at: n Jfflca. * Um 


Ae to hir bttsbtnd f she it«U4 that h m had a "tendency to 
b/ittrlri At o ther times ho would b «o? mi delirious and one# 
whon ho had tho grippe ho ran nude through tha hallway, shrlek- 
lsvg of "elaphants", "Lead Paata*/ 

Sho had known hi* since oho wae ton yoaro old* She a aid thd 
ho v:uld scything* ware a o even If they were rot* Ho talked; f 
ouloldo aa If ho war# a character in tho movie* but oho didn’t 
think ho would do It* Thoy had boon uador surveillance by tho FBI 
for several weeks* la particular, thoy had aotlaod a oar of tho 
Ae*o Const Motion Compel y, U 4 .OO Fir at Avenue, In Manhattan* 

Sho ascertained there waa no auah Coopan: • (Thoro la an A an# 
Construction at 1402 Fulton Street in Brooklyn)* Sho waa In tor- 
vis wad at tha hospital by two FBI nan. Nr* Tally and Mr* Wood* 

Ono vms tdl f ruddy and dark* Thoathar aha do s cribs d as toothy 
and o' ort. Thoy secured hor that thoy had nothing against hor* 

Sha doaorlbod hor stay la A^ucfuerque and statod that aha could 
not remember oil of har addraaaaa* Slnco it waa difficult far 
CI»o to got room Cor a long period, thoy had lived In five or 
air plaoas* Sha had only baan to Loa Alamos to a party fora 
few hours ono tins* Sho had remembered .0 vlsltera at har house* 
Sho had notloo of the >ro jest and allied an affidavit for It* 

Sho know hor *41 wo oonoorad* Sho w aid not have allowed hr 
husband to bring anything hues after Hiroshima had dlaaloaod 
ihaf. the p roject waa* Sho intended to rolao a f rally and d id 
not want that kind of material around* In tho future tfie will 
refer everyone to bar lawyer* 


Sho pointed :mt Pave did not ask fbr tho Job| that ho 
waa going overseas) that they have baan watched constantly 
and foals as If they are the objset of persecution* 3 h ort It bo* 
afore tholr accident the FBI asked If they had a specimen of 
urtniua In the house. In the oourse of what they call o routine 
Investigation. Ono of tholr friends hod a similar experience. 

tenpia in the neighborhood vent to raise o petition* 


All newspapers are t o be referred tohar lawyer, 

People keep f looking in tho house to offer support and 
adtloe lnoludlng that per*. aps a right-wing lawyer should ba 
selected. The Jewish Daily Forward, w!dch la cert aitlv not a 
l^ftlnt newpaper, la very excited about the anti -sent! tic issue 
and aa offered a lawyer* Nra. Ore tnglaaa urged 0 J ! to try to 
get a court app intment for himself and he agreed totry* uJrl 
pointed out that if D«,e was Innoednt he should talk! that 
if not it v^uld be advisable not to talk but to 1 st the Qovera« 
ment prove Its esse* The third e urse was that of cooperation*' 
That * as alco dlsoueeed at length* 


The-e was a long dlsousM on about 


EXHIBIT g 


Saturday 
June 1950 


Theaa ara my approximate eta tenant e to tha F.b.I* 

l* l * #t ® old H.M. it J9 Hick Pfc., aj piece. 

® e , th * t 1 h * d ML* to beck later baeauac X 

aidn - na a It ready* I didn't remeriber this but I allowed It la 
tha a atement • Whan ha cams back again I told him that I tare 
hi* tha anvalopa with tha stuff not expecting payment and than 
he gave m m. envelope* Later I round that It contained 0500* 

2* I told them that on a visit to m In Wov, 19kJi * T wife aekad 
*a If I would give infomat ion. I nude sura to t all tha F.B.I* 
that aha was transmitting t Ma Info fro* my brother- In- law Jullua 
and wee not her own idoa, She w a doing this because she fait 
I would be angr y If aha didn't aak me* 


I than mentioned a meeting with a nan who X didn't knew, ar- 
ranged by Julius* X established tha appro* *ata meeting-place 
but no exact cl at o * The place was a car* an Olds owned by my 
father-in-law, at eotsevhere above l*2nd St. on let A a. In Man- 
hattan. Z talked to the n ian but X could recall vary little 
about whJeh wo spoke* I though It might be that ha w nted me 
to thlrJc about finding out. about H.K. leant u ted In a xperlment 
teats t "} determine data on tha A bomb* 


I mede a general etatement on my age, eto.j you k^ow. tha 
usual thing* 


I mentioned no other meeting with anyone* 

One wore thing. I identified Oold by a torn or out piece of 
card, but I didn t tell the* there «r how I got it. Xiao, I def» 
tutely placed my wife out of the room at tha time f Oold'a 
visits 


Also, I didn't know who sent Oold to ms* 

I also made a pencil sketch of tha H.E.aold aet up for an 
experiment. But t la I'll tell you, 1 con honestly say the 
inform* Ion I pave Oold may be not * all what I said in tha 
etatement# 


UNO 


e/21/50 


PROM MB 

to nut 


Oreenglaea 


Lane, tha Aeelatant 9 * 9 .Attorney* cd led me at 1*00 o’elook and 
told mi that something Important had ooxta up vlth ret peat to Kcw 
Haxlao and would Z and/or Febr leant aaa him thla iftimtoa* X told 
him that Z mould and HJF would a one with M« 

Lana wanted to know whan r >JR would return and X told him that wa 
had axpactad him and in feet war# trying to a aoartaln exaotly wham 
ha would return* HJ7 and X want orar to a a# Lana at 1*100 o* eieelu 
■a told ua t hat Bloeh had aarllar la t ha day trguid to tha judge 


at tha arraignment of hia clllaata that thay war# ahaalutaly Inno* 
aant and that from tha fadt that dheenglaat waa not India tad hut 
merely named aa a eo-aeneplrat or in tha Vow York lndletnent* It 
looked to Blook aa If tha government had mada a deal with you aa 
Oreenglaae' attorney* Lm a fait that wa would now have to a on elder 
tha qt action of whether It waa OK that draaoglada ha India! ad hero 
In a aupereeding indie tment and not maraly nomad a a a to^ooiplrd or« 
Ra w mid than ha a defendant and ho triad bar# In Row York but wculg 
taatlfy agalnet tha othera* (Sae also tha I vaptpor a Upping), 

Tha Vow Rex loo Dlatrlet Attorney, eating on Instruotlona f ran 
tha Attomay Oaneral'a of flea, with thorn Lama had been In toueh* 
would agree to auah a pro ea Aura* Lana pointed out tlufc ha thought 
It waa obviously advantageous for bath sides for tha matter to ba 
deelded lm Raw 7ork* HJF told Lana that If there v&s no hurry ha 
would not want to ^ira a definite eoawltaant but that It would aeem 
that auah an arrancement would probably ba approved by 0/a# 

Z thought at learnt that Z ahould make a purely off tha reeord In* 

? tlry aa to whether Save o.uld taetiiy aa a oo*eonsplret#r In Sew 
ark but net aa a defendant mrg that tha question of him plea be 
postponed* But Lake aald that aoaithlnt ahould ba demean thla bafora 
September 6th and imlterat ed agalm Jit waa to aur advantage not to 
taka any ehanca of getting before a judge in Sew Maxima* elaa 1 y 
lnd looting that ba f alt that lm a email atata Ilka Sew Kexleo they 
ight vf li prefer to give a g od a tiff aantanaa (of eoursf ha 
added ba add not want to sell urn on anything* and §o forth) • 

Thera waa no Indleatloa that hith la to ba Imdiated and nalthar - 
Hexb nor X wanted to rale# tha point* X had tha inference that 
thay were net planning to Indlot bar but X mould ba wrong and X 
didn't even want to aak tha question* though you maydeslx’# to da 
aa* 


lama alee Informed ua that ha believed thay 
bag in tha way of flngerprlmta* 


found nothing on tha 


f 


M 




Ther« w*s •oat dloousslon between HJF and Lana on t ha question 
of Sobell but La no did not know what f obeli planned t© da» 

Z think It boat not to dlocuaa this with Jtlh until y;u return 
as she flight got somewhat oxoltod about it and at any rato 
wo don't ha a to do anything before September fth* r 


(remainder In handwriting) 

Friday 

Y # I 9 *™* * f^ty.thot Lm 0 thinks 5 a ve rfiould agroo t o a plea 
^ J* ^ ^ * ew Mexico Indictment | the tew Max loo papers 
w?uld all b# s' nt here and t’ on there would bo the N,Y» Indict* 


Also I hod lunch with Huth, Pilot and HJF. Vo lookod ot fiUt'a 
artlolis* They look 0*K* but HJF at a precaution* told Lana 
previously he would lnalt J*llat Who alreddy had two conferences 
with 3aypol ( showed the draft of the artioles to PaypoX or Lanes 


to i rxu 

TROHl HJF 


ssaa i 


tmt imSJULBBiASi 




ff*?' «Wh O/H ia| )bt Hkjut'i teotk»^U*l«r t*Tl| 

M* 1 , ttila aomiag at our «mn and pursuant to telephone t«U 
*! d ^ by _°f s » ? offioee at tbs FBI an tha Mb floor 

at tha tateral tulldlnc uhero X vote w*h Hr. Vhalaa, apparently 
*w Aftat la • hiifit ' 

*• tol 1 • **?* hreeaulaea was town tha hall ana that X oould saa 
hla ant that ha hat sl*on4 a atakaaaat lndlaat Lag that hoiafl net 
Murrg Oold and that ha bad tranaferrod Information to hold* 




v tav «»»vr vbo him «> vim m# 

PtitrlMiil of and that tha probability la toot a tavlilat 

vill ba fllod la A lbuQuarqua* law Xesiao alur tlai aeoo iraar and • 
advlaad m that X aould m irH&tlut If I vlaStd* I t old Vhala* 
that w dii not rapraaant hi* aa vt and X vdatad to saa him 1* 

• nnootion with rinding oat what thla oaa all about and obathav 
va vo ul d roproooat bla« 


; v 


la pamlttd m to taa tHvgUis c* tha ba.4a of 0^t f a bhaaa a all 
an/ W. atatamat that voted boon mmatad to ^raaSToiUntfUat 

X thon va a t abon to a 


iml . - * *• b *i i hM introduced to 

^ ,» in an efflat with (ma^ui, 

“*J* dbttttlM tn window t «u told M 1 tould Mo !»■ «lwt7r 
X Idaho d tut that they mil pro fad to have a nan meant* s nbrfl • 
tmniUii ahat ha wuld prefab cad ha mM ba mrtdfathar mal 
glana uheranpaa tha aflaataiaf* tha MMkt"«|t It. X 
a — — *— — * — - mart that hahlTSil ; 




«hp tafbtaatiaa aanld art ha dm, 
Maalrod (fW /NataUt 

■a told aa that ha had made a mrta 
poaatp In ardor fa aanfrmdtfee fU 
^fa vha la In tha hodplt* « M< id 
hia that rtt tvaHhor-ta-Uho rtfrta 

I WJ* m ho« UiatoTi 
keaplaf hid ntfa ant of h» ptatvra 

Bo told m further that 
to thla vbola altnad Ian* 
t a am la a *ar 
raauaat* Xe float 
M that ba flirt 


rt ha* told tha 
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f ^ Pteuc take notice that the within ii ft Uw oofj 
of ft < 

this day Mr enured herein is the office of the Ckrk 


** ** * * f m T' ■ , ' 

195 • ^ 


. JLpdft ft . ***' - t — * ^ Year *' ’/ y 

BwuMWi mp van iff t 

omne * roe m scenw n»* ■, 


Dated, M. Y„ 


Years, Ac, 


Attorney for 

Office *ad Port Office Addre w 


Borough of 


New York Qty 


Attorney for 

Sir: — | * 

Ukc notice that the within 

will he prerented for tcttlcment tod eignature 
herein to the Hon. 

one of the judges of the within named Court, at 


ui like Borough of 
City of New York, on the 


day of 
,195 , « U. 
195 


Yours, Ac, 


ssnw>s»jtf»no t M rw«n 


, , . ■+* * , « ■ *, 


^ 1 * 7 

*>'• t\ 

- ■ > tt y- * ‘ 


ioun 


iitbrefinriifyfrtff 


V- ?V'* 


.. 

. ; ' . •'.■ ,■* j 
■*. » at ■ * ■ ' ^ 

r-'-r ; tf 


• . - ' * V** t ■■'■ • » 

> . ’ >-v- * ! t 

V * * ? , . * 






■ones erhdtto*' 

mfMxxam- 




FUUUnZ W 


Attorney £* D» (liWI 

Office end Port Office Address . - 

401 IfNMV 

Borough of 


Attorney for * 

Office and Port Office Addreu 

ft, 


Borough of" 


New York Gty 


Attorney for 


Attorney for 

Due and timely rervice of s copy of the within 

is hereby admitted. 

luted, N. Y., >W 

Attorney for 


16 June 1953 




Gentlemen: C-'S.OL r.ti erf 6 t * '( 

I received the attached »un-sealed» mail at v residence. 
This may or may not be subversive. It no doubt, may have been 
intended for a former resident of which I do not know. However, 
as a matter of record I do not wish to receive such literature ' 
since both v husband and myself hold federal positions. 


Incl 

/ 

. i 


%- ' 

2-8000 
Ext - 266 



Very truly yours. 
Airs* lelia LN^aylor 


0V- 
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B “pO t,rge 0 Cle ? e “ c > fo ^ h « Rosenberg. 
r.O. Box 2521, Arlington Station, Baltimore IS, Wd. 


June 11, 1953 


Dear F riend: 


House 1 ” rHar eUme S!‘ ,‘ h0W Ethel * nd Juaui Roa ' nb «* »«« sent to the De.th 

these important inconsistencies** X ° B * ** ing handwritln S experts, it reveals 


Jul ius Rosenberg. In 


I? e 3 urt '» Greengiass swore that confessed spy Harxv Gold was su>*t u i 

reports her descnp ti o^of ^erTw^ban^as ^fo llows ' "Is 'to^er h^L H?** 1 ^reenglass, wife of David, 
tendency to hysteria.' . ..She hSfkm “him sin« he ^'’t^ve^'A * h l Stat ^ *“ h f had a 
things were so even if they were not. He talked nf y®r r ? °^ d * ^ e , said be w ould say 

movies, but she didn’t thiXk he wSuid do it " * ,icxde 63 lf he wre a character in the X 

And now- JUST A FEW DAYS BEFORE THE EXECUTION HAfF *<v , . . „ 

Bernard Greenglasa, hrother of David and Ethel, awe in an’ affidavi^^Mav 8 ?] 0 ”!^ \ Rab ^» 
brother, David, was a crook who had been steal ina fSI V li-S. Ma Y.fs, L ^ 3 » that his 

an Army Sergeait. He further revealed that his iiste^n u£ m n ?u i,® 108 T? ie be ?® s there « s 

5 “ “ *• ™ - Ss vsss'iafrursa^y.- 

This new evidence has never been reviewed by the Courts- -Judc-e Trvinn r , 

” ™ s sAis ir 

» «iv.\::rz “* H - •« - »»*• - - 


* DR. HAROLD UREY, atomic scientist asks 
POPE PIUS XII recommends 

* PROF. ALBERT EINSTEIN pleads for 

* 2300 PROTESTANT MINISTERS urge 

* MILLIONS THROUGHOUT THE WORLD CRY 


"CLEMENCY* 

"CLEMENCY” 

"CLEMENCY" 

“CLEMENCY" 

"CLEMENCY” 


THE VOICES OF AMERICA CAN SAVE THE ROSENBERGS FROM AN INJUSTICE! ADD TOUR VOI"E' 
Washington" *0 C t T“ P °*V r ?\ '« «• « wire President Eisenhower. White We, 
and^msn ^their* innocence! CmenC V ^ Ethal R ° a « b «« *»° »eve sworn before^ 

before" thTiw J H n * Wth at M d' M '! thousanda and thousands of Americans will gather 
dllCd.CI. House to tell President Eisenhower that the conscience of the Jo rid 

of “ese !oung C p y e!«ts R ° aenberga - Join “ a at tba ^ House-Help save the lives 


L. 


> •*’ •'Tjy: a — "j ro>r' ?• 7' 

'l/l5f%:-3cy kfiaL 


Sincerely yours, 




Pauline Boyer 
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to 
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DATE * June 19j 1953 
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o 


•OBpKT i JULIUS B 0 SEN BERG • 
ETHEL -ROSENBERG 
ESPIONAGE - R 


/ 


iTj-rar-wai'-s; srjsi.r - r ™ 


ACTION S 


For your information* 


CEH:fk 
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i/z&fsb 
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To 1 m._ 
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T«l«. K*m 
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Mi m Cm* 
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Office Memorandum 


TO , 

UR. D. U. LADD 

FROM 1 

UR. A. H. RELmUl 


o 

fOBJBCT: 

JULIUS ROSENBERG 


ETHEL- ROSENBERG 


ESPIONAGE - R 




UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

/O, 

date : J une 18, 1 9^ ! 


X olaoK . 
Ladd 




*iT> 

OU*io 

Harbo 

Kosn 

T/acy 

Gearty — 

Mohr 

Rinterroi 
Tele. Ro 
HoIIoaMi 

Si zoo 

Min Gm 


At 12:45 p m n m today (6/18), Supervisor McAndrews* 

>/*7 J. l j. j j . ... . ' 


’ a J^cise^ in h is discussion with Warden 


^ WWW r U'F Vi* ffW / Ut /I 

nno this morning , Henna stated he had never received a 
copy of the order of Justice Douglas staying the execution * 
Denno suggested that to keep the record clear that, in the 
event the Supreme Court vacates the stay of execution this 
afternoon, someone should bring a certified copy to Sing Sing 
®o there con 6s no question that the execution is legal • * 

Denno said that as far as he is concerned, he does not 
tineed such a certificate, as all he needs are instructions 
jl/rom the Marshal to go ahead ; however , he was thinking of 

V) e S™* the r ? G ord standpoint • McAndrews told Denno 

that this was a matter he should resolve with the U m S* 
I»ifars7*a2. Denno advised McAndrews that he was calling the 
|Jfars6aI to advise him of this, but he just thought McAndrews 
\\ would like to know of his thinking along these lines * 


N 

> 

tv 

or 


( 


) ^ suggested that the Department be advised in 

/ /t 07 lt r iha * * he Mcrshal will be followed to take appropriate 
/ action on this m y * 


i 


if 


9'S 


AHB:LL 


( 4 ^ % t/Ci & 
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ALL INFORMATION CONTAINED 
HEREIN IS UrivLASSIFIED 
DATE— ttiiiliL # 

\ I n 


O f^r* 


/9/Z 


:*?iZ 




General 


\ 


4*sistan£ Attorney 

Warren Olney III 


Director, TBI 

&f 3 3 &— i ^ / 9— 

JlTT.TttfZ p r '..< e p vRrfti ' 


June 2 ':, 19 \ 
Ct &f ' l ' •?/ " I ' . T TA 2 , 


*0 


JULIUS ROSENBERG 
EThZL HGSv.KBERG 
ESPIONAGE - R 


»„ Yni*y **£7*1* JV* n * /*/ st *9 Stng Prison informed our 
Ne fork Of ( ice todoy (June 18) that he hod not received a 

JuUnVa^ll^ i J> °p Ug2a t order wtayins the execution of 
thi 1m hf 1 Ro 4 se Zl er 0' t*nno suggested that, to keep 
the 7tov if HlZJ" tf ? event the Supreme Court vacates P 
t.l+AV V ' f <x *® I,t{ ° n today, someone should brtng a 

thnlHU eop y*° St '9 sin S «° that there can be no question 
talt Vlt exec 'i Uon i8 ^9d. Denno stated that he Valid 

tha t ht i th7 t fi r el P 7 th the 0n tted state * Marshal, but 
Vlittfr, t *° u V h ** he Bureau would like to know of his 
thinhina clonn there iines, J 

since <+ iS+hl! 0 if* U Being celled to pour attention, 
since „ thoucht you minht dee ire to tc^e nr* + i 

in connection with this matter. 1 


on 


, J^!l^ 3 con /^ rWfl te lephontc advice to j^r. Yeaolev 

in your office thie afternoon 9 ^aoiey 


CEZsLL 



JUL 


ALL INFORMATION CONTAINED 

HEREIN IS UNCLASSIFIED 

0ATILii£li]_RY gn GSklnJr' 

npsf v. .^ 7 TfSj^ 
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Office Memorandum 


UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 


TO 


IKOM t 


A . H+ BELMONT 

ftu r j}^' 


DATXi Stifle 19 , 1953 


0 . 



wmoH < 


SUBJECT: 


o 


JULIUS^ROSENBERO* 
ETHEL *0 SEN BERG 
ESPIONAGE - B 


/ 


T«t«M 

ft 

a*u 

HwW 


Twr- 

Cnnir. 


Iftas agreed to see defend f+f°° d a ^ Ued that Justice Burton 
Wort (believed to be a pro/esIor^VroB 5 ^ ^ ° ) TOan nomed 
^return from lunch. He i\ now out to lunrk° a 9 v^ ?% rtan ' 3 

reporter for the -"Daily Worker "his ISih Vlr 9 mia Gardner , 
are arranging to tell Tulin* j>n x Usd her paper , They 

Of the Court md to try to puli he^tolltZ ^ aoTi ™ 
have her see the President. together and then try and 


ViMCttMd 
T«lr. Kw 
Hollo*** . 

Sim 

N«mGm 4 


Itlld 




\ 


ACTIONS 


For your information . 
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V. £. CEPAr. iMEiV: Or .'L'SWCc' 

C0/5'.',.uju«4j;’j,:S ou iiOri 


4l 1253 


TELETYPE 


m 


ICr. T-.J-'n 
?!r. Ia ’.i 


6-14-53 


4-46 PM 


'Director, fbi urgent 

,-j "Wl Mi w 

JULIUS^ ROSENBERG, ET At, ESP - R. RENYTEt TO BUREAU 


; Hi', i 

\ l:r. T*:i‘ v 

; I- .i. 


Tel:. K'-c-m 


J UL I US" ROSENBERG , ET At, ESP - R* RENYTEt TO BUREAU V f ~ ~ " j 
CONCERNING SUBJECT, DATES JUNE THIRTEEN LAST. SIDNEY HOOK "-CONTACTED 
TOUR PM AND ARRANGEMENTS MADE FOR MEETING TOMORROW MORNING, JUNE £/ * / 


FIFTEEN, AT TEN AM. 


BOARDMAN 


END TWO MESGS | 

443PM OK FBI WASH DC CCW RECORDED - 24 1,11953 >. 


OK R 2 
TU DISC 


$<82A 




COPIES DESTROYED 6 3 JUN 30 1963' 
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r anaum • UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

•:V. V'-kfe'- , . " * *• «■■*•’ i£?""'" • 



)> 
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VATMtJune 22, 1953 


'• ,-Cv J 





THCf . 


J‘ talked tp tfaparihfaor To* Jfcui ndrava ©/ tfca *a® Tart 
/ Officethts morning relative to the confidential b rieftng of T 
>%£,* Judge^Taufman oneortaininfarmationve had ref looting the guilt 
of the Bosenbergs which was not used at the trial * ~ ' 

' - ‘ • v;>* * ' •„- *v*i ‘Vjr'iv?/ **>, 4t s: "-— ‘ ~ : '" 5 ' ; 'r‘ '--’ r V' : <'~’ 

-,; l5 *■ ifr. Jfcindrawt aaid ihat Judge Xaufnan ia at the 
5aa*n*t*il JTatata in <7on»ecticut and mill 6* there until 

\day m acoording to hie present plane « T&ia ia i» tft« [ 

' uicimiiiTTyr 50 milat /ram tfr* JTe® T$ r* 0//ic«* gix. 

■ *^7 Unless' you deem it advisable for Jfcindrava to go , 
up to the Estate to talk to Judge laufman now, he will wait _ f 
an til Judge Zau fman^ returns to Uew ZQJ tiUCLLtu* at which time^ 




he will brief him in accordance with previous instructions 


y^^r^Zlr^' • ;^ T: - V .vV ■< 17-, '", ~7 -7 77; WSfr-? 

v 4 ~ /jfvvva^fV^-i- *&&.■'&: ^ ^ v>- , 

"' -t s' ' 





> s$ ? .r? 


^rnmmm 


* f : ._. V. r '■ s 
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sojutjia® 
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'Office i r Avr/«vf wr wm#r w w * * 

,•> «'.«» fl/ If. XUi KfY JW 




UNITED hvQsS GOVERNMENT 

’ 


■■ ,. -w - *■“•'• v /'iv-iVr. ;,> > -' 

ijZ&it-i - ■■** - - -‘,vr? " 'AJSP r wee 

^ y.nioM, . * 


tmrn- 


Toseehin. Mc/ndr*™ eatdthie would be am <»PP<» '•*“»**«[ *• 
brief Judge JK lufuom oonoemtng additional «*P *®** : : f ??!?*&' ■■ 

Bt»**nhAra aa&S is AOOOrtfflAOf viifc 



*+' 4*50 p.iu today* Mr* MQJLnarewm caw*» «««• I . * : 

idtff.o that tho Judge had bean briefed, on a * 

- S» iclndP«B« and Barring ton.. They gave hi* tuf or ™*VL m > im i* 

• *we*94ooea±ilh m iftai JHlittl fff ®® > »*P® 


^ 3 lef z v Af^r^r^ ; 

*«•«”» afloat and that b* had information £™* , V 

oonrcos to .. indioate,whioh information did «« »* \ 
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|Io*rc«e to it UdtoaU, which information **« n^oa^a^ ^. \ 

I-i t*# #a»# «*»rc#i r*/I«ct«d that a**** JI ® a * no *“ v V : 

I. *> +-L- extent of her ootteitiee* Judge Mh ufwam --\b 

I**** ftiiiftfl ho tolt wo had additional information* . r\ . t ^ 

no. orooyn* »» *»» uoh 4 enough of hi* to brief hin^ou t 
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not brought out at the trial, ana nw vuw yw>o -rr --------- -w -. 

Itho foot tho Director thought enough of hin to bri ef __ _ ...* 

\ Judas ranfnan wao told that tho nature of our information. mat 
L.A JjlI 4km tuti ra doaten oooolti ooneequently, ft ;_5.£-S? 


" i judge ranfnan wao toia tnav - 

Hfe not known to more than half a dooen P®°P-J*» 

$£ |.»o»id £*?.** . *i?SE* 

ffrr* t-ir v *' r •%? ^ " ‘ I*. 1 ®.. _ i/-*. m<w<-» 1 ' v* . •’ *i '''■* ^ . _ •' ‘ * A 


ential. He pronieed te de thioj^ 
an raised the qua et ion of how long «•__ «vi t) 


■*" . * » iv» 4fc/ ” 


' w«i.d «♦. 9«««t<on ^! lf at*. » 

'.Kf iwnt. shouldeonttnuo- t f ynard «*/«>«*• » » ol<f *• hatitaUl 

'****'• *Z_ _ .*&«* htdM« 4* iinat h 
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Jtaents should oo nvmum ••• J 1 T am thm Mi 

to nako a decision; that he known it muet be ro< " ^ i S i ^ k t ) 


s JP»u fuam'm wedding 


^•v ^ 

Annim rtarv and that tomorrew in hie birthday^ and he and. 
touf^n a* going to celebrate at the ffa«p.*<no ^oM._ ton^ht. 

A&S&& »*ll*ot«/-t»oroi : ; iWi-Si' - 
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'''”-* • • ? ." •;'-. * =;;;' 4 % * J * *i* rW r ‘ 4 '. ‘ ' * ' 


- otii *i«|f there until the last week ^ n ^ u ^V* Thereof ter^ 

^■'m' : th*tt Doesiblv will take an extended automobile tripte .^ 
Jr , 9 j ... *,-,**. h«RAk on Auauat 31m ' *. 


J- J? ■fj 


W«s/lMHr«»*tf </ it. would bo miss for *#&j%L.j:/ ! £;- 
Uyk W<«> butpotnted out that the Judge •» jplms," outlined, 

. -i ,* k . i . .- V : - Jfodndroaa rooosmondod that if between now art 
r >^ JtoM 29 there aro ‘no incidents, wo put tho boyo oh tho 
Vi; ;•• -train /or tfl« camp and thereafter cease the guard duty, f '’4 ^ 

':^fi Bo feels that tKtd to a logical point to dro» off guard 
:'■$■&' duty art ho fools .that tho Judge will be i *°°** lt * m 
&6>zZ. agree tie nt. Bo pointed tut that if any incidents arise,.-,.- 
1 f ■*>#• Jiido# oan oet in > touch wtth us promptly* . t 
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this, 
would 
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ovi * a - fvs^sr ii '* . •*■ : ' ‘ o' • « '^*va: ,w :ww,v- ; " * -v*. ■* * fa?®' , / dvm v 'v2 *r*» . rr; 

^ : |ftff • CTgoiog^yi^ r : 

•‘ v ^? v'2+ ; * ^X^reoowsiend that Supervisor MoJ.ru! re w* 9 suggestion 

• f;;:-.. fbe followed. ’** 

'.•••.- . .• .’ -■'ft', iz ■' ■'• ’ . -■ • • -: " ■ *? ; Q/fV' - #r •»- '-?■'*••',% 
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_ j -1*,' ^ * -4c • 1 ^ vn, * *■ , r“ ' >s . 

'^g^T'xf you think ti advisable, f oan call Bodndrew* " 
and ftaoo tfco dpont* accompanying the judge to convey the 
Dtnot or'o felicitations on his wedding anniversary and ^ •_ 

»■ ?JSSfe>;. birthday • ; . 


-dS 











F" 


)w« 14, 1953 


MEMORANDUM FOR MR. T OLSON 

MR. LADD 
MR. BELMONT 
MR. NICHOLS 


Mr. Fred M alien. Director of PahUc Relations, 
Department of Jeskice, called concerning mm article which is being 
prepared concerning the propaganda a sad in the Rosenberg Case. 

He slated that aMr, Lehman, a tm lance writer who is doing the 
article tor the/Satarday Evening Post, is trying to portray this 
from the badge’s point of view and he has already «s«d the material 
the Judge had about the propaganda, which is eery UtUe. Mr. Urn Ilea 
indicated that Mr. BrowaeU thought we should give Mr. Lehman any* 
thing we possibly could and he, Mr. Mullen, wondered if we canid 
give him something on the approximate amount oi money spent. 1 
stated l imagined the only thing that could be used was the material 
which has been coming from the press, but that we had compiled no 
estimate am the cost of the propaganda. I stated, however, that 
there were each matters as the cost of the bases and trams and that 
faads had been collect ed in practically every city aad also that I had 
heard ia New Yorh of a load of about $200, 000. 00. Mr. Mullen was 
also Informed that it had bcea rumored that a Ben Sonaeaberg el New 
York had been hired ae their press relations man bat 1 did ant know 
what he had been paid ae no inquiry had been made iato it. 1 elated, 
however, that it was possible that Mr. Lehman might be able to make ^ 
iaquirita along this line. I also suggested that Mr. Lehman might wish 
article ia the Americaa Legion Magaaiae which coatains 
the most complete picture 1 have seea regarding their so-called opera* 
lions to the propaganda Held. 
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fflEareiN IS UUCLASSIF12D .. 


Yt ry truly yours, 


-(si*--— 


To]*o« 

Udd 

Nirfcnl. 

Belmont 

Cl eM __ 
GUrin — .. — - 
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Office Memor 07ldti77l • united stages government 


TO 


*D* U% Ladd 
from *A. H. Be 


/O 



, % 

^r’’ Tolson — 

DATE: j une 18j 1953 



tvxjnm \JULXU S ROSENBERG, et al 
ESPIONAGE - R 


AttWFORMJtTfQN 'CONTAINED 


at New Tor* that +hl $ J tornin C 1 advised Supervisor Ton Mo Andrews 
tidal tl //// Supreme Court is scheduled to meet at noon 

l* application by the Department to vacate the 

toy of execution granted by Justice Douglas to the Rosenberas 
i ® G7 l^ a ^l advised him that according to Mr * Erdahl of the 
ThiV^e \ G f nt there wil1 be a ? U0rUTO and possibly a full bench . 
could ** an3 i i is that tie Supreme C?ourt 

unrnfp act * °? on the Department’s application today and 

o 7 Justice Jouplas. X» tfci s et;ent, i t is 

possible that the execution of the Rosenberos would qo forward 

1 5! *!»< f *• ^ o/ this possibility, , T /old 

Yi r ' UcAndrews that we should be prepared to carry out our clans 
for possible interviews as previously set up. 


Rosen — 
Trtcy . — 
Gesrty _ 

Mohr 

Winferroi 
T«!e. Ro 
HoSlonti 
Sizoo — 
Miss G*o 
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that 

t 


Special Agents Harrington end 


warden’s garage at 11:00 AJd. this 


}S cAndrews said 
Minihan are going into the 

ZV+il 6 d nd YY- be ^ ationed that point where we have one 
t*a* and Agent Corcoran should stand by /eCpll 'art 1 V *%? 


* 

IV! 


^tTcllftfi^yTi { e P endent on d'evelop^lnis I would be prepared 
■to come to New York by plane leaving here about 3:00 or 3*30^P if 

Jn such event, UcAndrews and Corcoran are. to meet me at theairco-t 
and we will proceed directly by car to Sing Sing. airport 


I asked UcAndrews whether the warden i «s nv*e>nry~aA 
;po through with this. He said that the warden has not cancelled „ 

I decided P that hT ° n i . n f omal discussion with UcAndrews had V 

he W ° uld remain S ull « Prepared to carry out the 
>as scheduled, contingent , of course, on any specific orders to the 
contrary from the U. 5. Marshal or James Bennett . J UcAndrews said 
that the warden is being careful that he will not get cauoht short 

It// eVGn * * he $ upre ™ e CQ urt acts today and the execution would 
stand as originally scheduled • ^ / 

For your i n^Sftftfi53n38 — 
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STAMCbUttl KWi NO. M 


Office Memoranda 


TO 



UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 


DATE: June 19. 
1953 


THOM : 


SUBJECT: 


MR* A. B. BELl/ONfyt^ 

MR. C. E. EENWIC 

o 

JULIU&ROSENBERG 
ETHEL kOSENBERG 
ESPIONAGE - R 

— . . ** 3 > 53 P»*» today (6/19), Ur. Ellis of Secret 

f iZeltUZ* 0 ™? 1 t hB * other °f Julius Rosenberg was 

rVflse to 2% £r i \Z t Bouse ' The President will 

lYJtH ,° eee her ' , 3he »«i ^ referred to Daniel Lyons 

office Attornev ’ ond aiu be offered transportation to his 



Mr* Lyons was informed of the above m He said thn+ 

ACTION .» 
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For your information. 
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. «pai« is uwassirin 

ksr/tiic. 
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*TAMMRD MW NO. 04 


Office Memorandum 


UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 


TO 


FROM 


THE DIRECTOR 


1 D* It* Ladd 


SUBJECT: 


JULIUS A ETHEL ROSENBERG 


June 


DATE: 

IB, 1953 




ALL XN?GRV.AT’ 

HEREIN IS UNCLAD IF! 
DATE BY, 


/ 





«. c0l £ e(i Agent Harrington over a direct linp.to 

\alerted n9 ths i+nTt? f** r ° r<ien had Noised M» *e Acs 

?t 5* t<S ^ lce 0,l<i * <n /“<>*» •JT’O State Police hove 
duard? +11? Tff? instil tion, to supplement Ms regular fl 
the St'aTpl’iJ ot havln 9 . h « ard ™V word back from the Coast sj<£: \ 
uould man Ten? ^ ^ t0 *«»*« »» ^terfronfc'rA 

ihad HaTTi .J tcn 9iated he kad *®«ed t'-ifft rarde^ftfRne. 

iritis i;. a ,L 

m i; it t: d z iAVAititi. 

P«j/ ; i: 

will then give the word to the harden, * * 



tofto 


;* ^or? inc'ton states harden Denno sags he 

i^^G^ ^auftfian to carry out the execution this 


has an 
week. 


order from 


* 

5 

ts 

« 

<* 


^ * wry uu ^ execution this week. He has nt>»*>r ^- 

Iwj^ °f *** *ctton of Justice J 


1 Douglas of the Supreme Court . 

Agent Harrington stated 


i't 


1 


deputy, ^rTr-rnrJrj,^' 


_ ™ ^ S * Xtrshttimrrroll and his ^ 

I tv ~ — * > are on their way up, to Sine Sinn n+ +h * 

trne; tftat ft e understands the Marshal is not going to toTjt tte 

car 2*Jwar,5{{,£{ nr. 
JSKssr^rraifsya; s;hs: — •“ '-iSJras- 


, . 'telephonic ally contacted Jin Bennett, advised him thn + 

ofccat the o hone cal]' ? rirS ■‘ told him of the i nfomati on 
stated that it wat necetsarv th??b?L? f T ^V.^ton, and 
fr. Bennett stated it would^Tt be necessity f?? the?? y°™ atior \- 
{person receiving the call to call back' that {?+?? Mar khal or other 
Alexander , will be up at ^ina Sinn h ^ ac ^ t f a w ^y an assistant, 

LiU ca^l Alexander? & Transient l^fTrVi? ffafi ffth? 

«SiM 3 !MS& «W0»0»-K ,°|£" I’irtjat . %/; d - 

° indexed* 

IT ° 


will be in hia office up until the lost minute, accordin'} to Bennett 
IveViVlhT, arr ^emjnt to call bach to any particular number end 
indiiitld h l nf 0 f. ai; i on. However , in view of the fact that Bennett 
indicated he would join the Attorney General s staff , I told h im that 

KrnisleZ tiZ n( course > come the Bureau's switchboard and I 
directed to thtlf+r, n f lber > , indi catin 9 that theyfoould then be 

° r tC ' aa * he ° ase ***** 

in, 0t first started *0 tell me that the harden was 
insisting that papers from the Supreme Court be flown up so that 

h *™ ul * have available before he took any acti on f H e stated 

V}. ™>+* de Z own t0 L aguardia airport and then driven 

the institution, if there was time * D told Bennett 

Yth^t ±hi*Vf,t ( * k *h f. ur a ^ ent at Sing, who had advised me 

‘lajf r,L +f e lf ad indi ° ai °« *ould act on’an appropriate p hole 

thii {III t he Attorney Gen oral or Bennett, from Washington. ? Bennett 

*_ S h, l + y t S if he * orden If ><*»cated he would go ahead on a phone 
call, but would prefer to/have the papers. pnone 


j . . £ hav . e adui sed Mr. Hood that he and a 

, in the Washington field Office tonight • The 
in the Security division will be available . 


staff should be available 
officials and a staff 


■ 0 +h nnri M pl Ji COd i was - iT l structed t0 hQ ve two agents assigned to the 
^th and Pennsylvania Avenue entrance of the buildinq , and to have 

[two agents assigned to the auto entrance of the building He al*n 
was advised to instruct the two agents presently aslioned'to ouard the 
Attorney General to the effect that the Attorney General was hav ini 

ih?lirlcto”s'Vfne?' < a^ l d U ?h ^n ? , f0llcw j n 3 h * »ouia come to 
I ! W A " ' d the tw0 a cents assigned to this guard dutv 

Io//ice . Kei tak€ UP gUard duUes in the corridor of the Director's V 
ADDENDUM* 

' Agent Barrington called me back fr m Sino Sinn hn» ^ 

[with the Warden, uho states he will proceed upon telephonic instruct 
ions from either the Attorney General or Bennett to the Marshal or 

. s ^r; sms. p f sr. 2; r^jxr„s v £-= 


* ft o/lc 


wt c; gj. 


■*** ^ erierg ency there is an extensi on 

OsltnilT bV CaUing the switchboard', 

^ U U M emer 9sncy , and asking ’for 

- 2 ~ 


• <v . :« r, vv*'r.to0.i i T'^itlWfilrtf ‘*' , ]friT^ 


IUBJBCT: 


JULIUS AND. ETHEL ROSENBERG 
ES° IOHAGE - R 


at lP-iR ^ ci f 1A S®nt Howard Fletcher, Jr., of the WFO called 

in thii 8 ™«\=2 ? 7 l R i adv i sed that Justice Frankfurter's decision 
in this case had just been handed down. Fletcher said it is a 

v?Iw a ff ?£ in * on ? Mc £/! f £ nite l y is a diss ^t from the majority 
view of the Court. Fletcher is trying to obtain a copy and as^ 

soon as he secures one, he will finish it to the BureL. 



ACTION ; For information. 
LLL:mer 
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: Mr. Ladd 
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eh » m 


? • * 

, Deafr Sir; 


11' June 20, 1953 


¥ll r ln the T Ro slnberf oa se °anT? 3 you for your 

I have great res^^t * S Se and in S H you 

abilities; SS?ect for your, intentions and' 



Sincerely yours, 

LeHby Lundgren) 



~v~‘zr?D 

rtU'.uHOffi * 1 S <? *2 3 6 - 





July 2, 1953 


i 

/ 


\ 


LeRoy E m Lundgren 
164 Falconer Street 
JamestoK>n s Few Tork 

Pear J/ra* Lundgren; 

. . . Jour postal card postmarked June 23. 1953, 
lias been receive d, and I mint you to know that your 

appteViatld*/ cone ' rnitt * our •/forts are indeed 


Sincerely youre 9 


J. Edgar Hoover 

John Edgar Hoover 
Di rector 
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Office Memorandum, 


TO * UR . BEUSO 


1 UR. LAUGHLlN 



O 


SUBJECT: JULIUS -ROSENBERG 

'RO, 


ETHEL 'ROSENBERG 
ESPIONAGE - R 


UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 


Ta1« 


DATE: June 19, 

1 Bcrtnoot — 


/ 


C!e«- 

GltWo. 
H*rbo - 
Roim- 

Tr*qr - 

Gwty . 
Mohr — 


Vtaierrovd 
T«le. Roo* 
HoIIomo — 

Si wo 

WiM Gudy 


NATIONAL COMMITTEE TO SECURE JUSTICE IN THE 
ROSENBERG CASE 
INTERNAL SECURITY - C 


£ ^ 

SAC Hood of the jfFO called at 3:25 P.M. today and advised 
that the defense counsrel were going in to see Justice Burton now . 
Hood stated that Jof/Branin, one of the local leaders of the 
National Committee to Secure Justice in the Rosenberg Cas€j just 
read the decision to the group of pickets . He said the opinions 
of Justices Black and Frankfurter showed doubts as to the guilt 
and the only thing which can be done nou> is to ask f or prayers 
ffpm. -th e^spi ritual leaders of the Jewish , Protestant^ a rid Catholic 
faith s, and also that the political leaders of France , Great 
Britain and Italy plead for clemency . 



* 


\ 


Ur. Hood said that the Committee sent a telegram to » S 

President Eisenhower asking for clemency but it was refused . | q 


Branin alLso said that the sentence in this 
\with the sentences in the Axis Sally, Tokyo Rose, 
j cases and cannot be explained • 

HelerySobell made a plea before the group . 
pickets now number about 400 • 

ACTION: None . For informations 

CC: Ur. Ladd 
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Ur. Hood said the 
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^Josit Office department 

OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR 

Washington 25, 3d. C. 


Hon, J, Edgar Hoover, Director, 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
Department of Justice, 
Washington 25, D. G* 

“A 

i w • . - 



2 5 1953" 


Dear Sir: 7,. /. , 

There is herewith for the consideration you deem it merits, 
a postal card mailed by ’'Th^f^ampaigner", 315-317 Belair Market, 
Baltimore 2, Maryland, bearing a printed message concerning the 


Ro senberg ■ ease. 

T" 



- • 

. . 3 

. * 
o 




Sincerely yours. 







ricoroto 


Solicitor, V , ' iy . . 

l9x> 
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L. CHIEF CLERK AND 
DIRECTOR OF PERSOAINE 


JUN 17 1953 
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ls> m y not only art* the RosAiffergs iiliJcAt, but 

that they are iwing dvUbemtvly anti knowingly sent to their 
fleath, to be an example to people like me, who dare to thlnU 
* n< * »-xpn?*» ourselves, to *< are us into silence, by & bunch 
»f tasclsU. who are the tool,, ot big business ami big chun ii 
, crew will stop at nothing, not even the shedding of 
Mood to serve their master satan ant! the devil. Xot a single 
« lent 1st or P.B.3. testified. No. not one. They did not hav»- 
aue process ot law ami there are dozens of reasonable doubts. 

Ftenionalfy, 1 am so wrought up over my country being 
so guilty ot this dastardly rape of justice, that I. with mv 
n '' n hands could pull the lever to electrocute each and everv 

• me who either planned, prosecuted or allowed it if th." 

Rosenberg* are executed. 

But. being fully conscious. r do not have that right or 
power I hereby inveigh. invoke and beseech Almighty r,nd. 
who has. to put to death ulihin 3rt days all those who h.d 

Th* th ll. , l«e t ^ 0 T> VVlt ^ ° r this b rrible thing to happen. 

The least the President could do. would be to use his power 
V* Be *\ the Suprime Cow*. w ho are cowardly hedgin' 1 

t f h< V MM? ' H ° w c »» those in Ugh places expeef 
h< ^°f and r *‘»prct them, when they so flacrantlv 
1V ® ,wn *«tigrht to be proud of rm 

rourt b 1n I '," h ‘‘ n n, y I^eident and some of the 

r l fU!V J Q .' U> " h «t they can. Even radio, 
?JL ^L lh ! news P a P^s Jtavc failed to tdl the American people 
the Pope appealed the THIRD time to Elsenhower to extend 
C h^, ^l Tl[!l.« S^, they call that Free Press? I hold no brief for 

he J s U,G 8nd *»««»- that tv", % Nm Z 

I include those who own and make new* policy’ Yes to be 
sure, when they black out news which aids Satan and Fascism. 

the 1 ani , r . cn,in<1 / rt "Vengeance Is Mine-. *aith 

the Rord, I will repay so dear Lord, vou take over f 
here. You hava the knosvledge, 'the wisdom' and the power 
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Office Memorandum • united states government 


ro : 

PROM : 
SUBJECT: 


The Director 

D. if. l add 



DATE: June 19, 1953 

Tolsan_ 

Udd 




JULIUS ROSENBERG, ET JLL 
ESPIONAGE - R 


/ 


. 0 . ,' Lee . Boa rdman called to advise that he had 

just received a telephone call from Commissioner 

hr^hn^h *{ €W York Department who stated 

e had been reading all the material in the press about 

Judge Tal% 7 n\Z\ W iV fZ 7 ll ed Thirty ‘V'*" ° f • ' 

to *„o, whether the fJll^s tZZ/ZV o f cTJyl^ 


Cl*jg_ 

Q1*VIC 



Hey 

H*T6o 

B»l«ont_ 
Mofcr 


?•!«. hooa_ 

0*nJv 


Mr. Boardman advised 
that the family was out o f the 
jin the city and that the entire 
f guard by the Bureau . 


Commies ione r Monaghan 
city, but that the Judge ioas 
family was under 24-hour 


k , . ' *" ,w szazea, in view of +hn + 

IZZ t' 6 Z Uld n0t ta * e an V further action himsel f but 
that he would appreciate being advised of any unusual * 
circumstances that might come up which would justify ' 
iany action or assistance on his part. Justify , 


DULiWUJ 
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Office Memorandum * united states government 


TO 


FROM 


THE DIRECTOR 

D* Um Lad 




DATE: 

June 26, 1963 


f) 


SUBJECT; JULIUS & ETHEL~RO SENBERG 


.. . 1 called Bill Rogers of the Department and 

Vie indicated he would have the 10th and Constitution 
lAvenue entrance to the building closed around 6 p.m* 
( tonight , even though the Attorney General stays in 
* the building • 


dll" 


mentioned to me that Bennett had 
•informed /itm that the Warden felt he should have 
jcopies of the papers from the Supreme Court in his 
\hands, if possible, before the execution took place • 

J told Mr. Rogers I had just talked with the agents 
at Sing Sing, who had talked with the Warden, and the 
Warden had indicated he would prefer to have the 
papers from the Supreme Court, but was willing 
proceed on the basis of a phone call from 
Attorney General or Jim Bennett to the U. 

l n T J l l s > th e* a ’~<ien , s, office. Rogers then remarked 
It looks like Jim Bennett does not have his heart 
in this bhing " * 1 



to 

either the 
S • Marshal 


& j.vun.3 zug i Jim Dennett does not 


<K 

N 






Rogers then advised that he thought if the 
action from the Supreme Court was early enough, it 
! probably would be better to have the papers flown 
up frin Washington . He stated if the court decision 
came out early enough he would obtain a copy of the 
ofders from the court and would contact the Bureau 
requesting that an agent fly the papers to Hew York, 
have a car meet him and drive him out to &ing Sing 
in order that the papers could be avail able at Sine 
Smg y 
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Office Memorandum • united states 


GOVERNMENT 


TO , 

LAW \ 

r\x?> 

DATE: 

FROM » 

o • E+ 


SUBJECT: 

JULIUSh, ROSENBERG • 

ETHEL RO SEN3ER G 

ESPIONAGE - R 



June 19j 195 


J 


+ h „ c SAC L Hooi adui3ei o* ItSO PJ'. that at 1 145 pjr 

letitioTX C n Ur t ad ^ our . ned ihe Special Session. Bloch’s 
oJltl hf * *u 3 l av P endin 9 Executive Clemency was denied 

z %: zzufnV. * e “* "•* - *«*•'. «* z ‘% 


Fyke Farmer’s motion for the Court to reconsider 


was denied* 

ACTION : 

For your information • 


CEHsf^ 


/Li information contained 
HEREIN IS UNCLASSIFIED / 

DAl -_l/*S7fr£ BY 3cjE'/) LU T'/fiOL& 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 




Office Memorandum • 


UR. A. E. 


DATE: June 19 , 

1953 


FROM 


UR. C. Ei 


H&jM 


TolMH 

WO 

£»l»3rt A 


SUBJECT: 


JULIUS^ ROSENBERG 
ETHEL TiOSENBERG 
ESPIONAGE - R 


/ 





X»is. 

r4 - 

-FT 


SA Howard Fletcher , Jr., WTO, called at 1:00 p.m 
June 19, and advised that tn addition to the application for a 
stay pending executive clemency, filed by attorney Emanuel Block, 
attorney Fyke Farmer had filed o motion asking the court to re- ^ ^ 


consider its decision • 


ACTION : 


For your information • 


CEB* LL 

MI CONTAINED 

H 7 -Kin; viiu^sitizD 

sy jest/kgt* 


Recorded ■$$ 


o 

** J'/JU ■■ o cc 

^4 '* 1 < 35,9 o 
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Office 

& 

I 

1 

s 

TO * 

UR. D. U. LADD j) 

noii < 

UR. C. E. 

SUBJECT: 

JULIOS ROSENBERG 
ETHEL ROSENBERG 
ESPIONAGE - Jt 


UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 


DATS: June 19, 

1953 




*ioterro»c 


Tele. Root 
Hollomu . 

Si see 

Wim Gant} 


Ur m Belmont called at 1*20 p.m # today (6/19) and 
informed that Warden Denno had advised that -Janes Bennett had 
called from Washington and wanted to know if the execution 
could be carried out before sundown today • The Warden said 
he pointed out that the inmates at the penitentiary are out 
until 7*00 or 7*10 p.m* and that an execution before then would 
not be wise from the standpoint of the institution • jpenno 
further advised that the executioner is due to leave Cairo , 
\near Catskill , about 6 o'clock tonight and will arrive at the 
•prison about 8*30 p.m* Denno has been in touch with the 
executioner 's wife, who says she does not know where he is • 
ilfcnno says the executioner can probably be located and brought 
«onm earlier by having the State Police locate him and bring 
|him down 0 Denno said that if the execution is scheduled before 
,t sundown today , there is a probability the Government would be 
charged with rushing the execution to avoid additional motions 
jj by the defense * 


to any problems wised by an execution on the / 

1 , Jewish Sabbath , Warden Denno was of the opinion that execution 
on the Jewish Sabbath would raise a question • However, he 
pointed out that the execution was postponed for 24 hours from 
last night, which would bring it up to 11 o'clock tonight 
and this is a normal course of euents. Denno pointed out that 
j the delay carrying the time over to 11 o'clock tonight was 
jcaused by the defense, and that the Government did not originally 
iset the time for the Jewish Sabbath • Denno does not know whether 
there has been a precedent set for executions on the Sabbath *' 
Denno said that if the execution is set for Sat urd^ night 
(6/20), it is running close to the end of the weeWp 


Bennett raised tfte question as to whether there would 
be a rabbi available tonight, and Denno said that a rabbi will 
be available • 
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From the discussion with Warden Denno , Belmont 
gathered that he feels there will be attempts to criticise 
the Government regardless of when the execution is 
t scheduled and it appears that s weighing all factors , he 
j [fee Is that 11 o'clock tonight is the most practical 
j [time* Belmont made no comment concerning this and stated 
>'it is being passed along to the Bureau merely to reflect 
the Warden’s thinking . 

The Warden also advised that the rabbi called him. 
and will be up at the prison this afternoon • The rabbi 
said he had heard the Supreme Court decision and was 
proceeding to the prison • The Warden said t hat the rabbi 
made no mention of the Jewish Sabbath at the time of his 
call • 

ACTION : 


For your information • 



UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 


Office Memor andum - 

$ 


UR . JF. A. BRANIGAm 


DATE: June 16, 1953 Z° n 


FROM : 


SUBJECT: 


Jffi* 


JULIUS ROSENBERG 
ETHEL ROSENBERG 
ESPIONAGE - H 


Mcroia_ 

belaDr.t 



a matter of record, on the evening of June 17, 

1953, I delivered to Ur • Robert Stern, in the Solicitor 
General *s Office, the receipts obtained from attorneys ^ 

Bloch, Finerty, and Sharpe, acknowledging receipt of E- 

application to convene the Supreme Court • 

At 9: SO a.m., June 16, I delivered to Mr. Stern 
a similar receipt from attorneys Fyke Farmer and Daniel Marshall, 
which was signed in New fork at l:OS a.m ., June 16, 1953 . 
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NY, ADVISED HE DE SIDED TO COOPERATE TO THE FULLEST EXTENT WITH THE 


BUREAU . A SURVEY OF THE PRISON REFLECTS THE MAIN GATE AND AI-MIMSTRATI 


BUILDING AND THE ONLY PUBLIC ENTRANCE IS LOCATED AT NORTH END 
OF THE PRISON PROPERTY. FURTHER, THAT HIS PRIVATE RESIDENCE IS ON 
A FIVE ACRE PLOT LOCATED SOUTHEAST OF THE PRISON '.''ALLS PUT CN 
NYE PROPERTY. THERE IS A FIVE CAR GARAGE WITH THREF ROOMS UPSTAIRS 
IN THE REAR OF HIS HOUSE WHICH THE WARDEN MAPF AVAILABLE TO AGENTS 
AND BUREAU STEN05. THIS GARAGE CONTAINS A TELEPHONE OPERATED 
THROUGH THE PRISON SWITCHBOARD. THE' GARAGE IS LOCATED APPRO, 

ONE HUNDRED YARDS FROM THE REAR PRISON GATE KNOWN AS POST EIGHTEEN 
AND TWO HUNDRED YARDS FROM THE DEATH HOUSE, SPACE IS AVAILABLE 
IN THE GARAGE FOR BUREAU CARS, A TEST 6* BUREAU AUTO RADIO Ii\ 

THE EVENT OF AN EMERGENCY REVEALS ADEQUATE TRANSMISSION AND RECEPTION. 
THE WARDEN WILL HAVE AVAILABLE A TRUSTWORTHY PRISON GUARD TO TRANSFER 


BUREAU PERSONNEL IN PRISON STATIONWAGON FROM GARAGE THROUGH GATE 
TO THE DEATH HOUSE WITHOUT IDENTIFICATION OP PFJ &Y. BUREAU pfRSONNFL 

* . Y v ,A.r 

trcSWxS $P,;' £ 


> 


WA '29 

PAGE TWO 



„ HGt 


WILL HAVE FULL SECURITY AT THE GARAGE AND THEIR PRESENCE WOULD BE 
um,cm, TO ANYONE EXCEPT THE WARDEN AS ALL OTHER PERSONNEL WILL 

5E RFM ° VED FR ° K ™ E VICIMTY NIGHT. NYO HAS ARRANGED TO IN. 

A DIRECT LEASED TELEPHONE LINE MONDAY NEXT rp 0 , THE GARAGE TO NYO 

SWTICHBOARD. IN THE EVENT EITHER 'oF THE POSENBERGS DESIRE TO TALK TO 
AGENTS BEFORE EIGHT pm THE WARDEN WILL IMMEDIATELY NOTIFY THE AGENTS 
IN THE GARAGE, PERSONALLY, OP THROUGH HIS INTEP-OFFJCE PHONE D-EN^r 
ON THE URGENCY Or THE MESSAGE. THERE WILL BE r ULL SECURITY ON 
TELEPHONE CALL AS THE WARDEN WILL MAKE THE CALL PERSONALLY IN CODE 
THROUGH HIS Office SWITCHBOARD. IN the EVENT, ETHEL ROSENBERG WILL 
BE INTERVIEWED IN THE WOMAN-*' WING, THE MATRON ON DUTY WILL REMAIN 
OUT OF HEARING OUTSIDE THF ROOM BUT WILL FULL OBSERVATION OF ETHEL 
THROUGH A GLASS WINDOW IN THE DOOR. PRINCIPAL KEEFER KELLEY WILL BE 
FRESENT AT THIS INTERVIEW. JULIUS ROSENBERG WILL BE FIRST INTERVI 
HI “ PRE -«KUTIOh CELL AND IF OSTENSIBLY COOPERATIVE WILL BE 
IMMEDIATELY REMOVED TO A CELL ON THE SECOND f L00 R WHICH IS IN AN 

f 

END OF PAGE TWO ' 
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PAGE THREE 







UNOCCUPIED WING* THE GUARD WILL BE REMOVED IN THE SAME MANNER AS 
ETHEL-S MATRON AND WARDEN DENNO WILL BE PRESENT AT THIS INTERVIEW*, 
DENNO SUGGESTS AGENTS MOVE TO DEATH HOUSE AFTER FIGHT PM. HE POINTED 
OUT THAT PRIOR TO THAT TIME THE PRESENCE OF STRANGERS IN THE DEATH 
HOUSE MIGHT BECOME KNOWN TO OTHER INMATES WHO ULTIMATELY WILL BE 
CONVERSING WITH ATTORNEYS AND RELATIVES AND WOULD DISCLOSE 
THE PRESENCE OF UNUSUAL ACTIVITIES AND PEOPLE* THIS WAY, IN THE EVENT 
THE POSENBERGS DO NOT DESIRE TO TALK, . NO ONE WOULD SUSPECT THE BUREAU- 
PRESENCE. NYO RECOMMENDS WE FOLLOW DENNO-S SUGGESTION. IT IS PLANNED 
THAT IN THE EVENT THE R0SEN9EPGS DC NOT REQUEST TO BE INTERVIEWED 
PRIOR TO APPROX . EIGHT PM THE ABOVE BUREAU PERSONNEL WILL PROCEED 
IN THE PRISON STATION WAGON ACCOMPANIED BY THE AFOREMENTIONED 
GUARD TO THE DEATH HOUSE TO PRE-ARRANGED QUARTERS ON THE SECOND 
FLOOR WHERE THEY WILL BE UNAVAILABLE TO ANYONE Exti^l' THE WARDEN. 

END OF PAGE THREE 
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PAGE FOUR 

A LEASED TELEPHONED LINE TO NYO SWITCHBOARD WILL BE INSTALLED MONDAY 
NEXT IN THESE QUARTERS. THE BUREAU PERSONNEL WILL REPAIN 
UNTIL SUCH TINE AS THE WARDEN ADVISES THAT THE ROSENBERGS HAVE 
REQUESTED TO SPEAK OP UNTIL THE EXECUTION HAS BEEN LEGALLY PERFORMED 
AND ALL WITNESSES AND OFFICIALS HAVE DEPARTED. BUREAU PERSONNEL WILL 
REMAIN IN EITHER DEATH HOUSE OP GARGAE UNTIL ALL PRESS AND GOVT* 
OFFICIALS HAVE DEPARTED FROM THE PRISON AND IMME(j/p^TF PRISON AREA, 
BEFORE AGENTS LEAVE THE GARAGE TO GO TO THE DEATHCUSE BUREAU WILL 
BE TELEPHONICALLY INFORMED CF THEIR DEPARTURE. WHEN AGENTS ARRIVE 
AT DEATH HOUSE THE BUREAU WILL BE INFORMED OF THEIR ARRIVAL. BUREAU 
WILL 5E ADVISED LATER AS TC -TIME BUREAU PERSONNEL WILL PROCEED 
FROM NYO TO SING SING PRISON TO EFFECT ABOVE PLAN. BUREAU WILL ALSO 
BE TELEPHONICALLY ADVISED AT TIJ*E CF ARRIVAL AT SING SING. IN THE 
EVENT OF AN INTERVIEW WITH THE ROSENBERGS IN EITHER CF THE ABOVE 
SITUATIONS, BUREAU INSTRUCTIONS AS' GIVEN TO SAS THOMAS MC ANDREWS 
AND JOHN A. HARRINGTCN WILL BE STRICTLY ADHERED TO. WHILE IN 
CONFERENCE WITH DENNO TODAY, HE ADVISED THAT DIRECTOR BENNFTT, 

US BUREAU OF PRISONS, TELEPHONICALLY CONTACTED HIM TO ADVISE THAT 




END OF PAGE FOUR 


W A 29 




PAGE FIVE 

HE BENNETT WAS MAKING PINAL ARRANGEMENTS POP THE EIGHTEENTH NEXT. 
BENNETT ADVISED DENNO THAT AGENT HARRINGTON WOULD BE PRESENT AT 
SING SING ON THE EIGHTEENTH. HE DID NOT ADVISE DENNC THE SOURCE OF 
HIS INFO , HE TOLD DENNO THAT HE WAS LOOKING UP THE LAW TO DETERMINE 
WHAT ACTION HE SHOULD TAKE IN THE EVENT -THE ROSENBERGS DESIRED TO 
TALK AFTER ENTRANCE IN THE EXEUCTION CHAMBER AND EVEN AFTER THEY WERE 
STRAPPED IN THE CHAIR. DENNO RECOMMENDED TO BENNETT AGAINST ANY 
INTERRUPTION OF THE EXECUTION AFTER THE ROSENBERGS ENTER THE EXECUTION 
CHAMBER. BUREAU WILL NOTE THAT DENNO STATES ONE MINUTE, TEN SECONDS 
ELAPSES BETWFFN ENTRANCE OF PRISONER AND REMOVAL OF CORPSE. NY STATE 
PROCEDURE IS TO PERMIT PRISONER TO TALK TO THE WARDEN UP TO ENTRANCE 
®NTO EXECUTION CHAMBER BUT NOT TO LISTEN TO THEM FOLLOWING ENTRANCE 
INTO EXECUTION CHAMBER. THEY ARE NOT ASKED AT ANY TIME IF THEY 
HAVE ANY LAST WORDS TC SAY. ONCE THEY ENTER EXECUTION CHAMBER THE 
EXECUTION CANNOT BE STOPPED EXCEPT BY TELEPHONE CALL TC DENNO 
FROM PROPER AUTHORITIES. DENNO SAYS THIS IS HUMANE AND PRACTICAL 
METHOD OF HANDLING EXECUTIONS IN THAT THEY ARE ACCOMPLISHED WITH SUCH 
SPEED AS TO CAUSE LEAST HARSHIP ON PRISONERS. TO ACT OTHERWISE, 

C* 

END OF PAGE FIVE uC^ET 
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AS INDICATED BY BENNETT, WOULD CAUSE CONFUSION AMONG EXECUTION 
PERSONNEL* AND COULD RESULT IN EMBARASSMENT TO ALL CONCERNED^ IN VIEW 
O r THE FACT THAT PRESS WILL BE PRESENT AND OBVIOUSLY WILL REPORT SUCH 
CONFUSION* NYO RECOMMENDS THAT DENNO- S VIEWS AND USUAL PRACTICES j) 
AS OUTLINED ABOVE BE REFERRED TO THE DEPT. FOR DEFINITE DECISION. • • 
BUREAU SUTEL DEPT-S DECISION REGARDING THIS. DENNO STATED FURTHER 
THAT HE INTENDS TO PROCEED SO THAT JULIUS WILL BE EXECUTED FIRST. 
JULIUS WILL BE IN PRE-EXECUTION CHAMBER AND ETHEL WILL REMAIN IN 
WOMEN-S WING, TO EXECUTE ETHEL FIRST WOULD REQUIRE ETHEL TO WALK 
PAST JULIUS THUS PROBABLY CREATING EMOTIONAL CRISIS AND MAKE TASK 
OF EXECUTION MORE DIFFICULT. TO PUT ETHEL IN PRE-FXECUTI ON CHAMBER 
AND JULIUS ELSEWHERE WOULD REVEAL CONSIDERABLE IN ADVANCE, THAT 
ETHEL WAS TO GO first, WHICH IS AGAINST PRISON PRACTICE AND IS 
CONSIDERED TO BE UNNECESSARILY CRUEL. DENNO IS WILLING TO ABIDE BY 
ANY INSTRUCTIONS AS TO WHO SHOULD BE EXECUTED FIRST, BUT PREFERS 
TO FOLLOW THE USUAL PRACTICES. IN THE EVENT 

ROSENBERGS TALK, ARRANGEMENTS COULD BE MADE FOR AGENTS TO REMAIN 
IN THE DEATH HOUSE BUILDING AS LONG AS THEY DESIRED, EXTENDING 
INTO MONTHS, IF NECESSARY- THAT SLEEPING QUARTERS Oft) 'MEALS COULD 
BE AVAILABLE TO BUREAU PERSONNEL AND THAT ELECTRICAL OUTLETS ARE 
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PAGE SEVEN 



AVAILABLE POP RECORDING MACHINES* RE WILL ALSO MAKE TYEPWRI TERS 
AVAILABLE AND NECESSARY CLERICAL SUPPLIES AS NEEDED . WARDEN DENNO 
POINTED OUT THAT ALL PRESS AND TV MOTION PICTURE AND RADIO ACTIVITIES 
WOUID BE CONFINED TO THE MAIN PRISON GATE LOCATED IN THE OPPOSITE 


SIDE OF THE PRISON AND THE AGENTS ENTRANCE AND DEPARTURE WOULD BE 
UNOBSERVED. IT IS PROPOSED THAT THE FOLLOWING FOUR QUESTIONS WILL 
BE ASKED OF ROSENBERG AT THE OUTSET OF AN INTERVIEW WITH HIM. ONF- 
NAME THE INDIVIDUALS WITH WHOM YOU DID MICROPILM WORK FOR THE RUSSIANS. 
TWO- NAME THE INDIVIDUALS WHO FURNISHED YOU INFC TO GIVE TO THE 


RUSSIANS. THREE- NAME THE CITIES OUTSIDE OF NYC IN WHICH YOU HAD 
ESPIONAGE CONTACTS. FOUR- WHO WERE YOUR ESPIONAGE CONTACTS IN 
CLEVELAND. IT IS BELIEVED THAT DEPENDENT UPON THE ANSWERS TO THESE 
QUESTIONS IT -CAN BE DETERMINED READILY, WHETHER ROSENBERG INTENDS TO 
COOERATE BECAUSE THE ANSWERS TO THESE QUESTIONS IN PART CAN 

w. s r 

FOUND IN AND . CAN BE READIL Y DEVELOPED. 

DETAILED FILE REVIEW BEING CONDUCTED TO INSURE INTERVIEWING AGENTS 
IN POSSESSION OF PERTINENT INFO WITH WHICH TO QUESTION THE ROSENBERG’S. 



BOAFDMAN 

EORP THISS MESS WILL BE NO 1 ON <S-I3-53 
END AND ACK 
1233 AM OK FBI WA ELR 






TU DISC 
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QjJlCG ~h/\£fHOY andum • UNITED states government 


V. ! 


TO 


DIRECTOR, FBI 


FROM 



DATS* June 




( 62 ~Q) 


subject: JAmes Ei DAVIS 3 Congressman 
from. Georgia 

informa tion concerning PJx^- 



Tc'.t- Ry m 

H 1’ ■majv_ 




Sli?6 Gandy- 


°+I t Jl* a I at i , ™ Con9rea3mn BAVIS teiephonicauy con- I IZ — 
tocied the *F0, stating he had determined the FBI /? lit-’* - 

U> frlnTJ/tl “hen Pictures of the ROSENBERG pickets 
in front of the Wh\te #ouse on June 14. 1953 . He re- 
guested he be furnished, if possible, copies of these 

ln J ha . t * e i 9 interested in showing to 
his constituents m Georgia some of the things that 

?! ?,' ,n Wa3/l ™gton pertaining to what he called 

*"?. Cojnnunist Party". Be pointed out that in the 
past, jrom time to time, he has taken movies of such 

He sa\Tht l °had Tt exh . ib * te J* the » *° his constituents. 

5 d d jtermined the Metropolitan Police De- 
partment had not taken any photographs and was making 
such a request of the Bureau. making 


" ^ 


not malc e ar >y photographs on the occasion 
rhr gt tn 3 I i0n V't Con 9 reaama n DAVIS was informed the 
l*f;* ! no P* 0 *° 9 raphs available. It was suggested 

Uh! t rr A€ v" l0 L <1 t air ! t0 oontact the Secret Service or 
| the V. s. Park Police. 




Bures u° Ue submitted for the information of the 



TJJsVIV 


ALL INFORMATION CONTAINED 
HEREIN I a UNCLASSIFIED * 
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SfMOMO POW* MD. * 

Office 

Memorandum 

TO * 

Jffi. 1 . B. 

FROM 5 

KB. C. £. 

SUBJECT: 

JVLIVSROSENBERQ 

etbei&bosenbebo 
ESPIONAGE - 5 


y^K-' 

V 


DATE: June 

1953 


'3 


f— TPTrt odutsev* 

« Zo^/A/A* V^t attorney Bloch was trying to 
*•30 d*ju today (0/l0) mr <t of nondonua to compel 

ife fustico rrUfurter on a writ o f Execution under 
the Circuit Court to g c * imina i procedure • (Buie 3 
Rule SB of f* J execution, pending appeal .) 



the uitg*** w L ,' 0 n + Criminal rro ccuu.«* ' , \ 

lrlUl a ee°fo?o stly of execution, pending appeal.) 

ACTION : 


Tor your infomationi 


mo 









ALL IN70MWTI0H CONTAIHED 

U£U\s$LAWDuu rca m&, tclsc** 


ittc 24, I9b3 





0 

if £J <*V ^ ^ 


MS. LADD 
US. B£LUU?T 
MS. KiGH-DLS 


Cia Friday <*rr*Ag, June 29, 195i, Ur. Bflmsa 
csUed fra»i £vng Sia^ and read to Ur. Sagers and myself tht following 
tftiegtam addressed to W axdea Dcnnu: 

Under h«U 3S of the Federal hales of Criminal Precoder*, a 

•eatiftcc d du:k it stayed tu'ctsaticuUy if an appeal ts islet. 

'* ao s peodtSg ia the i edetti Court of Appeals aa appeal 
tram a denial of a petition attaching ths sentence of death. Vou 
are on aotic? that lit execution of Uu Soseob'crg* wo ale b: in 

aioiati.TB of lar- and th\: a wr*i of srandatnu;, will 0 
ia&Btod*s.iciy &-ay.»* 'he *asccu?iou. 

hmauurl K. Ui- ili. 


Wr * Bog>rs immediately checked on the lav. and i»kt.v-- 5 '«, 

aa ths nr css ittimusi which had bees made by iinaim^l Bixb dar n,c ,h 
coarse of the day of Friday, J«n? 19. I. 

. ^ ^ baoa notod that in a press ticker recslvef i - 

oa Jua 19, u was stated that; ' " 


L.dd .. . 

Nichols 

Bclaoat 

a.« 

GUvia 

Hirbo 

Rose* 

Trmcy 

Gesitf 

Mohr— 

*intc*To»d - 
Tele. Rooo . 
Hollom.n 

Si coo 

Mist Osody , 

o 


At L*C5 p.tt. , Attorney Bloch abandoned farther efforts to gci rb* 

Supreme Court ar Us justice* to postpone the execution. Bicct sen: 
word to newsmen that be ’hopes’ to sale a last minoto appeal to 
Attorney General Brownell. Bloch’s last Supreme Coart effort was an 15 
******* to get Supreme Const Janice Frankfurter to act in behalf of h* 
iMcflbfrgt, yrtnkfsrtfir ami word that he weald sc© the ftoseahre 
attorney bat that the conference would be 'no use, * Court aides said. 

Bloch then said ho would not »<t Frankfurter under those circumstances 
And sew, word to nevamea t ha t he was *any brJb ^ ? 

at ih«$ Court.* Bloch’ a last legal nay? was d^sep-b.d as at jeivs *c 
got F rankfuner to issue an ordsr wh»ch would, *u cW* =\ 

t. S. c w of App-^I, i. fc„« Y.rk * l 6~nt a £ -fa 


S '' ’ 3 




i-OHD£D COPY FILED ^ 
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«Blach laid ttp.rU ra ea the step* of tka Supreme Court Building that 
fco had rttektd tkt Mi of the rood fat ftt court*. • *| mo Mott to 1 . 

*• * hIte 8om * ■»» «»deaver to ••car* a personal appointment 
* ifb ff** 1- .** 1 * U ** how * r *» appealing for Uat -minute 

"***“*• clemency, • he uM. Ho hU h* wo. taking with him a lotUr 
froa Ethel Rosenberg which aka gave kiao oa June 1*. witk iaatrectioaa 
tkat U aot b* delivered to President Eisenhower Wcaa and oatU all 
•tker avaaoaa tkroagk the courts kave keca aakaaated. • Tka latter waa 
written by Mr a. ko.oak.rg la tkc Death Call at Slag Slag oa kehaU of 
karaelf aad kar kaakawd. Block maid." 


, , Mr. Baga*a alao kad a check made witk U. 1. Attorney 

L T b “ < * *® le * ** *•* T# * City to make c.rtaia tkere ware ae pending legal 

Baderal CoarU ia the Soatkera Judicial District ofNew*To r k 
^•ruiwai to U« &0u»bcr| Cue. 


r* - . . , r J* oppeored that effarta kad keaa made to kave tka Circuit 

Court of Appeals for the Soatkera Judicial District of New York effect a stay of 
execution for Joliua and Ethel Rosenberg. auch action having been taken by 
defence lawyer Artbor Kino,. However. Judgea Frank aad £waa rejected the 
motion far a stay of axacutioa. 


further aaccrtaiacd that, an a matter of fact. 

*£? !! “ ta Vrm Tork Clt T’ trom place the telegram 

ti *° W “*“ °*“° " th " Wu «* *• keen in Washington that 


s~>- * „ 

“ s ‘* € S,M “■ “* u - «- - *• 


at Sin. st.. «t y.rv Mr * * 8 « er, Jk*» «* u *< Mr. Belmont over the direct line 

M t^te «Jl. r ' * J *~ *»• Mr. Belmont that ha had checked 

an the telegrn from Emaauel Bloch aad could not find any record of any appeal 

sL?!I I!. ar ck *f k W *»•«■ the New Tork Office of the United 

fte^Td h tt kIj* T |.*^ V U,T k ** w » tk * r * «* «® appeal filed. Mr. Roger. 

^ ^ , ? Bloch * ad ke was la Washington ao he could not have 

Mv furthM ,!!L‘T ? .! “ W ‘ “ Ck " ^ U,diC “ ed B1 “ ek •‘*‘* d k * w »a ubMdonins 
“ y f « tkcr • tU “ pte *■ tke C ““ r »- Mr. Roger. Wormed Mr. Belmont that he 
teough the Wards. should be ad. Led he would be perfectly right i« putting no f.ith 


* 2 * 





Hr. *»|t« »UU4 tkat tkrc lad keen ia a^tiraaca 
**d* Ittora ^ad|« Kaainaa at a notiaa k«t tlat this waa not an appeal ^ 1*4 
therefore there waa at raaioa for the fardia aot to proceed aaltirli got 
im# traction# from tb Coart, 

Mr. Bflmaat autad ho would cal! the Vardta aad toll 
Mao lit telegram had baa chocked oat aad ao far aa hit poaitioa waa com* 
ceraed, if did aai appear to ha hiadiag oa him aad ho could proceed with the 
•zecaUoa ae previoaeiy a r reaged. Mr. Roger# aaked Mr. Belmaat to also 
tell the. kardea that are have checked aad foaa d ao evideace • X aay appeal 
appearing ta any coart. Mr. Roger# iaforaaed Mr. Beimoat that Jadge# 
Swam aad Fraak had* at 4:00 p. m. t denied a *Uy aad that Utie dUpoeed of 
aay peadiag matter# before the coart. 


Tory truly year#, 

J. le^ar H- ■ vi- 

John £4gar Hoover 
Director 
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Jiim 14, 1953 


MEMORANDUM TOR THE DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL* 


X ftm attoehlag hereto a copy of a memorandum 
which Z prepared coace raing the matter about which Mr. Belmont 
phoned to ns on last Friday evening while at Sing Sing. If there 
are any changes yon would suggest be made in this memorandum, 
please let me know so that 1 can do so and then make it a part of 
oar files. 


Very truly yours. 


X-- Edgar Hooves 

John Edgar Hoover 
Director 
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Office Memorandum • united 
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STATES GOVERN! 



TO : 

SUBJECT* 


ATTENTION: 


WJ: 



k,'-* 

^ r • - *. 

; t 
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Director, FBI datb: 6 / 19/53 

SAC, New York (65-15348) ATTENTION: ASSISTANT T 

JULIUS ROSENBERG, et al: — DIRECTOR D. 

ESPIONAGE - R 

■ C D nf M rm LA§D te 6 /?q/^ c °^ersation with Assistant to thi 
H??',_ 6 / 19 /53, Commissioner GEORGE Monaghan. hv 


ASSISTANT TO -'THE 
DIRECTOR D.iMV- T.Ann 


Mr. Koi Ionian. 
Mr. Sb.uo 

>Kts Ga*idy_ 


Director D M TAnn 6/VqmI rZZZ* * n assistant to 
telephoned me H Issioner GEORGE MONAGHAN, Nil 

the newspapers concerning the ^ROSENBERG fv stories Tn^- 

famnv the He Sa fo^ °f ™ING KAUFMAN°and ‘ the memberfof °htT , 

m . 

stated°^Jl? ° f Jud S e KAUFMAN and thedfmterfofdfsdLily ha 5 dlln S 

Ci^ of gw foA °T e as happe " ed fco J« d 6e KAUFMAN^ in thl 

Iswsj^-gsute 

s 5 " ■asts&'s.'K sss.-* 

| KAUFMAN' S ."Sf J? , 

■ Judge KAUFMAN was in the city. I then pointed out in th t 1 

ssn? El“ r a r“h 

usL'ss'i » >» sH r 

to the attention of the New York City Police department that e T br n^l^- 
Iindicated todn Ct Co ™ isslone r MONAGHAN, or one of his official 

an anonymous telephone calldn thi^m^ tL eTtect^Tt^ 

srSr.sayhS ss j 

WP) (€} JS j] 

.a v1ob , Pt old Commissioner MONAGHAN I would continue to keen hiiiT'f 
v unusual situations."' -Commissioner Monaghan then vr 1 

mented that inasmuch as the FBI does h^e the Ambers of the ? a m?SrV' 
KAUFMAN himself under twenty-four how gu^d? he doft^t I 
reel It would be necessary for him to take anv fur»i-h#aT» f' « £\ 

.. ». „« aaep 

lvbisam ■.* a „ U- 


fz 




•» 1 “• ** 
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wr 65-153^8. 


*** ch f n « e hi® ®lpl la «ny Banner or should he be de- 
sirous of discussing any problems with me, to Immediately contact 

do SO and°thf+- h t Ve the beneflt of h l® views. He stated he would 
T° 8 ° J* 1 * 1 that ss a consequence of his conversation with me", he 
contemplate any further action In the matter. 


Commissioner Monaghan also indicated that of course as 
soon as the police Department had received word of the possible 
bombing of the apartment building in which Judge Kaufman was lo- 
cated, they had immediately sent an appropriate number ot the 
police department out to make the appropriate check. 
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Belmont 


June 16, 19 c 3 
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JJ^AHSfLL •kHffitW-'-: ■' $'l'L'j ?6 



r r-Vy.’.-U 

_, Esi d/avssll mvi 

/<? ^ y 

r« received a letter poetnarke d June 8 , 1959, from. m 
C om^>ri<fy# # fnaio nd, it bore tAe tipnotvre 0 / Xnid 4/ieell and 
the return address' n Satyagraha, n 816 Stile Road, Cambridge, 
England * lVie letter /ollowt/ 

"Rear friend 9 

"1 write a# an JFnpl teAtPonan, ifeny of ny countrymen, like 
myself , wonder why the U.S.A. ie now , and has been for none time 
tn euch a panic over cooperating with TOUR , and our, frier.de and 
fellow travellers COM.' V MIST Russia and China of six short years 
ago? JOUR country could not only cooperate with them to fight 
(kill) but supplied them with arms and 1 xatertal for war purpose 8* 

" Therefore why is TOUR country making scape goats of JULIUS 
and ETSEl ROSENBIRG now? 


n Y OUR C0 r NT RT is always demanding PROOF of sincerity from 
other people. What PROOF of sincerity are YOU CIVIFG ? It is 
V.N . men who are killing in Xorea all this time - not Russian 3 
Why it TOUR country having these purpet and with - hunts of so - 
called Communists now? It teentt to irrational doesn f t it? 
Communism is no better , or worse , now than it was during, and 
before, the war . 

"If YOU "liquidate* the Bosenbergo, or any other so-called 
Communists in what way are YOU better than the Basis, fascists, 
or Communists? ALL these as we know,' "and knew, ' liquidated 9 
those with whom they did not agree . We believe in the integrity 
of the individual and in freedom of tpeecb* It was what OUR men 
died to preserve . To 'liquidate' tbe Rosenberg* would be a 
terrible blot in the history of the U.S.A. and a betrayal of 
those who look to your country to give leadership tn Justice to 
the world* 


"JULIUS and ITS EL ROSENBERG , at American cititene, and a 
noble example to the rest of tho world, have mads a magnificent 
statement in defense of thstr innocence, and upholding the 


— f re edom and integrity of the individual which will be reaenbered 
- - t hrough the centuries by all who live and work for the advancement 


of the recognition of Muman Rights and Civil Liberties. 
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London, England 
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X therefore write to ask you not only to reconsider your u 
present apparent idea of 9 ltqutdattng 9 them, with the knowledge 
that many of my countrymen $ like myself 9 are deeply concerned t 
and expect something better in the way of Justice from the 

but feel truth and Justice require that the ROSEXBERQS 
should be given complete freedom and hope you will find you 
can grant this • 

"Tours sincerely , 

"R.V.S,, B.V.P.A., S.R.N., S,C.V, t S.C.M. *> 
"Enid A At ell 

"(The qualifications above are nursing qualifications and X ait m 
a Member of the Royal College ef Pursing , London. England*)” 

We have no additional information relative to Enid <-< 

Ansell • We furnish you this as a matter of information * We 
are not otherwise acknowledging receipt of this letter * 

FI tw 
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JULIUS^ROSENSERG, ET AL, ESPIONAGE DASH R. EMANUEL BLOCH 

{l* BEFORE US CIRCUIT COURT TWO PM TODAY IN APPLICATION FOR STA^CP. 

J 6 l ^ /Vis,,- 

Yv EXECUTION PENDING AN APPEAL FROM ORDER OF JUDGE KAUFMAN-S DENIAL 

APPLICATION, JUNE EIGHT LAST. JUSTICES THOMAS SWAN, JEROME FRANK Qi 

AND AUGUSTUS HAND COMPRISED THE BENCH. JUDGE SWAN ASKED BLOCH WHY 

THE ACTUAL APPEAL COULD NOT BE HEARD AT THIS TIME. BLOCH STATED 



HE WAS NOT QUALIFIED TO PRESENT THE LAW AT THIS TIME AND DESIRED TO 
ARGUE FOR A STAY. HE STATED HE COULD NOT COMPLETE HIS RESEARCH 
BEFORE THE EXECUTION DATE. JUDGE SWAN ADVISED HIM THAT IF HE 
THOUGHT THE USCC WOULD GRANT A STAY WHILE HE WAS DOING RESEARCH 


HE WAS GOING TO BE DISAPPOINTED. BLOCH THEN AGREED TO ARGUE HIS 
APPEAL TODAYUKL BLOCH STARTED THE ARGUMENT ON APPEAL AND WAS FOLLOWED 
BY PROFESSOR MALCOLM SHARP, U. OF CHICAGO. THEIR ARGUMENTS FOLLOWED 
THE SAME APTTERN AS THAT ADVANCED IN THE DISTRICT COURT AND AS REPORT^ 
M NY TELS OF THE EIGHTH AND NINTH INSTANT. USA LUMBARD ARGUED AGAJNJ/ 
THE APPEAL AND AT THE CONCLUSION THE COURT RESERVED DECISION. 
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Office Memorandum • united states government 


TO : 
FROM : 
SUBJECT: 


The Director 
D*%M* Ladd 



DATE: June 19 a 1953 /C 

* TcXao n V f 




JULIUS OSES BERG, ET 

n I/) " • 7 




ESPIONAGE - R iA: -J/IrS/4Z : SOU., 



Ur* David Luce in the Criminal Division 
called me at the request of Ur* Olney and stated that 
two Agents were at that time with Ur * Erdahl at the fA 
Supreme Court and as soon as the certified copies of the 
papers were delivered to Erdahl he would turn them over to 
Agents to take to Hew York ♦ I asked Mr * Luce to whom they 
should be delivered upon arrival at New York * He stated 
that he would check and call me back » He later called 
back and advised that the papers should be delivered 
immediately to’ Sing Sing and delivered either to United 
States Marshal Carroll or to Warden Denno * 




X then contacted SAC Hood* He stated that Agent 
William Duke was leaving for New York at 2t45 P*M* on the 
American Airlines flight 336 and w ould arrive in New York 
at 3*55 at LaGuardia Airport ; that Erdahl of the Criminal 
Division had instructed the Agent to call United States 
Attorney Lombard upon his arrival • 


I checked with Mr . David Luce and he stated that 
we should have the Agent , rather than calling Lombard, 
proceed immediately to Sing Sing and deliver the papers 
to either Carroll or Denno asprevi ous ly instructed . 




r 

I telephonically contacted ASAC Whelan in New 
advised him of the arrival time of Agent Duke, 

Agent proceed to LaCuardia Airport 


York and 

instructed that he have an 

to pick up Agent Duke, and to advise Duke that the papers should 
be tgken immediately to Sing Sing and delivered to Carroll or 


\ 


? — *^pxWe/* Mr . Whelan stated that he would have Agents at the 

airport -and would immediately drive Agent Duke to Sing Sine * 

J instructed Mr* Whelan to have the Agent upon arrival 
and delivery of the papers, immediately telephonically advise 
Mr* Whelan as to the exact time and that Whelan should 
telephonically contact me and inform me as to the exact 
time that, the papers had been delivered to the Marshal and/or 

Denno ' r 6>£-5fJ36-l?3C. 
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TRANSLATION FROM FRENCH 





ttNilAC 


ROGER RmONDNtAQTTIN 
12 Passage Champ Marie 
Paris XVIII, France 


Postmarked: 
Paris, 6-16-53 


JOHN EDGAR HOOVER 
director of F* B. I. 

Dear Director, 

Hereby, I permit myself to ask you to kindly intervene at the 
^Supreme Court of the U. S. for a review of the JULIUS an d ETHEL 
^ nQSENBERG tr ial and who are to be executed June 16. 

I throw myself 'upon your kindness as well as your goodness, 
hoping that you will be able to obtain a stay of execution as well as 
a review of the trial. 

I have been agitated and I would like to ask you to plead, if 
you can, in their favor for a new sentence which might be in their favor, 
if -they are innocent and intransigent if they are really guilty and 
the ones primarily responsible. 


Hoping that you are able to do something and expressing 
. my gratitude and ray esteem I remain. 

Respectfully, your devoted, 

S/ 

RAQUIN. 


r • 


/V 


TRANSLATED BT: . . 

OLIVIA L. MCMAHON: jen ' 
June 19, 1953 , 
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ITT. Wilfred 
Warden 
Sing Sing Prison 
Ossining, lfev fork 


Ousaj_ 


pear Mr • Pennot 



5i rH is? 

no to ©6a«rv* that you met these problems 

;;rlhiVe»Jof.fbUit^ee B charye/tf a ^«r*orS^‘o/ 

Stop Stop Prison. 

I am particularly Mindful of the discretion 

dMlinpr”th d ou? 1 ?*pr.«entotil3* C irtAie < ’«ntire natter. 

d#al tnsre u? eauDled witfc th# common ##«## ond 

lulretion displayed throughout hy you i» carrying, 
out justice, nods our too* »uch easier. ^ ? ... 

rtth expressions of appreciation and wofra* 2. ; . 

cn , , 

Sincerely, 

Edgar Hooy^r 


rtparda. 
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FROM NEW YORK 
URGENT 





JULIUS ROSENBERG, ETAL, ESP - R, RENYTEL JUNE EIGHTEEN RE NOTJ.CE 
OF MOTION FILED BY ATTY ARTHUR KINOY OF LAW FIRM DONNER, KINOY A 
PERLIN, ONE ZERO FOUR EAST FORTY ST., NYC, ON USA, SDNY OFFICE THIS 
DATE. NY INDICES REFLECT THAT DONNER A KINOY OF ONE ZERO ONE EAST 
FORTY ST. PREVIOUSLY LOCATED AT FIVE FIVE WEST FOUR TWO ST., NY, 
UNTIL LATTER PART OF FIFTYONE., FURTHER REFLECT THAT KINOY WAS AND 
POSSIBLY IS AT PRESENT TIME ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL OF UERMWA-CIO 
AND HAS WRITTEN A NUMBER OF ARTICLES FOR "UE" NEWS. 



ADVISED THAT CIVIL RIGHTS CONGRESS PERSONNEL ENDEAVORED TO REACH 
ARTHUR KINOY AND FRANK DONNER TO INVITE THEM TO A MEETING 0N®jHl ^ 


MC CARRAN ACT TO BE HELD FOLLOWING SATURDAY AT CRC HEADQUARTERS, IN 
NOV. FIFTY, DONNER AND KINOY AND MILTON SCHILBOEH REPRESENTED THE 
INTERNATIONAL WORKERS ORDER AT A HEARING BEFORE THE NY STATE INSURANCE 


DEPT. THE OCT. FOURTEEN, FIFTYTWO ISSUE OF "DAILY COMPASS* A NY 


NEWSPAPER, CARRIED AN ARTICLE RELATING TO MC CARRAN COMMITTEE INVES- 
TS THAT TWO 


TIGATION OF US CITIZENS EMPLOYED BY UN. 

• r* a im „ . .. 
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VA 9 

PAGE TWO 

ON EMPLOYEES, ALFRED VAN TASSEL AND JOEL GORDON, BOTH CALLED TO 
TESTIFY BEFORE COMMITTEE, WERE REPRESENTED BY KINOY. EXAMINATION 
OF NATL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD PERSONNEL FILE ON FRANK DONNER IN JUNE 
FORTYNINE REFLECTED HE EOD IN MARCH FORTY AS ASST. ATTORNEY IN 
THE LITIGATION ENFORCEMENT DIVISION AND RESIGNED FROM THE NLRB 
ON JAN. TWENTY, FORTY^IVE AT WHICH TIME HE WAS THE PRINCIPAL 
LITIGATION ATTORNEY. HE LATER ACCEPTED EMPLOYMENT AS ASST. GENERAL 
COUNSEL OF THE CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS IN WASH, DC 
AND SO EMPLOYED UNTIL JUNE FORTYNINE WHEN HE IS ALLEGED TO HAVE 
ENTERED PRIVATE LAW PRACTICE. IN FORTYEIGHT ACCORDING TO CONFIDENTIAL 
INFORMANT, DONNER WAS A MEMBER OF THE EXECUTIVE BOARD OF THE NATIONAL 
LAWYERS GUILD. ANOTHER INFORMANT ADVISED DONNER WAS ACTIVE IN 
BEHALF OF THE DEFENSE OF THE CP FROM FORTYNINE TO FIFTYONE. 

' BOARDMAN 
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